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 ABSTRACT  
Affective costs of Whiteness: Examining the role of White Guilt and White Shame  
Corinne E. Galgay 
Although scholars have explored the role of emotions, specifically White guilt and shame, in 
combating racism, there is a dearth of research available regarding differences between White 
guilt and shame, and measures available that independently assess these emotions in relation to 
White racism. The purpose of this study was to test a model of White Guilt and White shame as 
distinct forms of racial affect that serve to promote anti-racism (N=881). The White Guilt and 
White Shame model, tested using structural equation modeling, hypothesized that combined 
aspects of White guilt and White shame proneness, collective White guilt (e.g., group based 
culpability) and motivation processes to respond without racism (e.g., internal, external) would 
serve to challenge the development of colorblindness and fear of people of color, while fostering 
greater empathy and willingness to combat racism. Although the proposed hypotheses were 
moderately supported, and an overall acceptable model fit was found, two modifications were 
made to White Shame within the original proposed model in accordance with theory and 
empirical findings. Results from this study indicated that White guilt proneness, collective White 
guilt, and internal motivation to respond without racism loaded on the factor White Guilt, while 
White shame proneness, collective White guilt, and external motivation to respond without 
prejudice loaded on the factor White shame. Furthermore, results also provided sufficient 
evidence that White Guilt and White Shame have a positive effect on reducing colorblindness and 
promoting racial empathy, rather than fear. Limitations, clinical implications, and further 
directions of research are discussed.
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Current events (i.e., deaths of unarmed Black men, such as Michael Brown and Eric 
Garner, following altercations with the police), while seemingly isolated incidents, can be 
conceptualized as a reflection of the values inherent within US society which have been shaped 
by the United State’s history of slave ownership and development of dominant and non-
dominant racial groups (Blow, 2015; Wilkerson, 2015). These values (i.e., social norms, beliefs) 
inform our thoughts, feelings, and behaviors in relation to our understanding of ourselves as 
racial beings, as well as how we view other racial groups. For Whites, these values are often 
unnamed, outside of conscious awareness, and enacted in ways that convey dominance 
(Frankenberg, 1993; McIntosh, 1988). This can be evident within both interpersonal (e.g., 
reduced rates of cross-racial social interactions and relationships) and institutional domains (e.g., 
responses to affirmative action policies) (Bonilla-Silva & Forman, 2000). While Whites’ 
awareness of their internal and external representations of race, themselves as racial beings, and 
the disparate treatment of racial groups within US society varies greatly, the groundwork these 
representations are laid upon stem from the same sociocultural and historical context which 
places Whites as the dominant racial group (Smedley & Smedley, 2012).  
The concept of “race” was first introduced in Europe between the 16th and 18th centuries 
as a categorizing term to indicate type, breed or species. The term would later become adopted in 
the United States, and evolve to reference social categories, as well as signify an ideology about 
human difference and hierarchal social stratification based upon these differences (Smedley & 
Smedley, 2012,). This allowed early Americans in the 18th century to justify their brutal 
treatment of African slaves and Native Americans, demoting these groups to nonhuman status, 
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while simultaneously promoting ideals of equality and justice. This pattern of racial stratification 
continued into the 19th century, and separated European Whites, from Native Americans, and 
African slaves. It was later expanded to include new immigrants such as the Irish, who were seen 
as a separate racial group ranked lower than European Whites; however, Irish were ultimately 
given “White” status, leaving efforts primarily focused on creating distinctions between Whites 
and Blacks. In order to ensure the purity of the White racial gene pool (i.e., prohibiting 
intermarriage or intermating), policies such as the “one drop rule” and Jim Crow laws worked to 
create social and legal distinctions between Whites and Blacks (Smedley & Smedley, 2005).  
While slavery was later abolished and the civil rights movement in the 1960’s created 
legal protections for Blacks, this early racial ideology and social construction of race is the basis 
for which current concepts of race and systems of racial oppression via racism are grounded. 
Race is defined by Carter (2007) as, “a sociopolitical designation in which individuals are 
assigned to a particular racial group based on presumed biological or visible characteristics such 
as skin color, physical features, and, in some cases, language” (p. 15). Racism, therefore, is the 
system of structures, policies, practices and norms, which differentially assign access to 
resources and opportunities based on how you look (i.e., phenotype, skin color). This leaves 
some groups with unfair advantages (i.e., Whites), and others with unfair disadvantages (i.e., 
People of Color). It also undermines society as a whole by not tapping into the potential 
available by all racial groups, giving priority to some and not others (Carter, 2007; Jones, 2002; 
Smedley & Smedley, 2012).  
The concept of race as a determinant of group difference defined through social and legal 
means is a unique phenomenon to the United States. As legal definitions of race evolved from 
slavery to emancipation and later civil rights legislation, Whites’ cognitive, emotional, and 
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behavioral representations of themselves as well as Blacks have also evolved (Feagin, 2014; 
Smedley & Smedley 2012). With greater recognition and acknowledgement of Whites’ role in 
the history of slavery, Whites’ emotional reactions have now begun to shift from fear, disgust, 
and antipathy, to guilt, shame, and avoidance (DiAngelo, 2011). These emotional reactions are 
reflective of the changing nature of racism, from overt to covert, as well as the changing nature 
of racial discourse in society, whereby Whites dominant status is no longer ignored and 
unchallenged.  
Given that Whites have the power to perpetrate racism at institutional (i.e., material 
conditions, differential access, legal and social norms), personally-mediated (i.e., intentional and 
unintentional prejudice and discrimination) and internal (i.e., acceptance of stigmatized messages 
about worth and abilities) levels (Jones, 2002; Sue, 2003), research has begun to focus on the 
ways in which Whites respond to and are affected by racism, with the belief that through this 
recognition, efforts may be made to ultimately dismantle it. These systems of oppression serve to 
elevate Whites over people of color, and establish a set of structural privileges, unnamed 
dominant cultural practices, and framework from which to evaluate oneself and others within 
society (Frankenberg, 2001). In order to combat these systems of racism, researchers must 
examine how race has meaning for Whites, and their emotional, cognitive and behavioral 
responses to recognizing oneself as a racial being (Rodriquez, 2000). While defenses such as 
color-blindness, and verbal and non-verbal behavioral expressions of racism have been noted in 
the literature (Bonilla-Silva & Forman, 2000), emotional expressions are less understood or 
explored. Our meaning and self-representation as racial beings is emotionally laden (Helms, 
1990, 1995) and challenges to this may result in increased guilt or shame (DiAngelo, 2011; 
Spanierman & Heppner, 2004; Rodriguez, 2001).  
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Within the literature on White’s emotional reactions to acknowledgement of unearned 
privileges and white racial identity, White Guilt - White people’s negative feelings about unfair 
racial privilege and inequality - has been identified as a key emotion leading to anti-racist action 
such as support for affirmation action (Spanierman & Soble, 2010; Spanierman, 2015; Tangney 
& Dearing, 2002). However, empirical research in this area is mixed, finding that for some 
White Guilt is a motivator of anti-racist action (Spanierman & Heppner, 2004; Swim & Miller, 
1999), while for others it may inhibit such actions and result in avoidance of racial discourse as 
well as cross-racial interactions (Tatum, 1992; Abrams & Todd, 2011). Given this, scholars are 
now examining whether Guilt is an appropriate emotional label for the emotional reaction 
experienced by Whites, or whether Shame, or a combination of the two, may be more appropriate. 
This compliments findings from the emotions research field, which has a long history of 
scholarship around guilt and shame as distinct emotional experiences, with cultural variables 
influencing the expression of these emotions (Manglitz, 2003; Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tracy 
& Robins, 2006, Tracy, Robins, & Tangney, 2007).  
The purpose of this paper will be to examine our understanding of White racial affect, 
specifically guilt and shame, how current empirical measures assess guilt and shame, and the 
need for a parsimonious conceptualization of shame as distinct from guilt when applied to the 
area of White racism and Whiteness as the dominant, socially normative, perspective. A 
theoretical model of White Guilt and White Shame as forms of racial affect that encompass both 
White guilt and White shame proneness, collective White guilt (e.g., group based culpability) 
and motivation processes to respond without racism (e.g., internal, external) will be put forth and 
examined regarding their relationship to processes reflective of greater propensity for racism 
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including colorblind racial attitudes/behaviors fear of people of color and reduced empathy for 





White racism is grounded in the belief of white superiority and the “centuries-old system 
intentionally designed to exclude Americans of color from full participation in the economy, 
polity, and society” (Feagin & Hernan, 2001, p. 3). White racism has at its core the socialized 
construct of “Whiteness” and its concomitant privilege (i.e. White privilege) (Manglitz, 2003). 
“Whiteness” is a social construct referring to the ways that “Whites and all other racial identities 
have been historically, socially, politically, and culturally produced over time” (Manglitz, 2003, 
p. 122). Whiteness is the background for which all others are viewed and judged, and the 
invisible nature of these norms perpetuate the systems of domination that maintain White racism, 
White privilege, and inequitable distribution of resources and power in American society 
(Leonardo, 2004).  
Frankenberg (2001) posits that Whiteness is multi-dimensional and operates on 
individual, social, political, and cultural levels. These systems of domination have created 
unequal benefits for Whites at the expense of other racial groups. As such, Whiteness has 
evolved into a set of cultural practices that are seen as normative, reflect dominance, and remain 
unnamed and unexamined (Frankenberg, 1993). It is the standpoint from which Whites examine 
themselves, others and society, and is dependent on one’s level of racial awareness (Spanierman 
& Soble, 2010). Inherent within Whiteness is White privilege as reflected in the power to choose 
when, how, and how much to address or challenge racism. As Vodde (2001) states, “if privilege 
is defined as legitimization of one’s entitlement to resources, it can also be defined as permission 
to escape or avoid any challenges to this entitlement” (p.3). The dichotomous prioritization of 
universality and individuality, whereby Whites are taught to view their perspectives as universal, 
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while also seeing themselves as individuals, allows Whites to recognize Whiteness on one level, 
yet unable to recognize how they benefit from it, engage in it, and are complicit in it, on another 
(DiAngelo, 2011). As a result, the prioritization of Whiteness and all its assigned meanings, 
values, feelings, and beliefs, are left unexamined and allow for White’s defensive cognitive (e.g., 
colorblindness), emotional (e.g., guilt, shame) and behavioral (e.g., avoidance) processes to 
remain in place and unchallenged (Rodriguez, 2000).  
Whiteness as the dominant social norm 
Frankenberg (1993, 2001) developed her theory of Whiteness from a desire to expand the 
emotional discourse employed by Whites when confronted with issues of racism. Coming from a 
feminist orientation, she was taken aback by the lack of solidarity as an emotional framework 
from which to embark upon antiracist action, as such frameworks were integral to the 
confrontation of sexism within feminist spaces. Given this, she designed a research study that 
would directly confront the “well-meaning individual” who previously viewed themselves as 
innocent from perpetuating racism. Towards this aim, Frankenberg (1993) conducted a series of 
qualitative interviews with 30 White women as they came to understand their Whiteness. Her 
research questions focused on the ways racism shaped these women’s lives, the social processes 
by which they participated in racism, and how they may facilitate resistance against racism. 
While the gendered focus of her analysis raises the question of intersectionality, her results 
indicate that there are distinct emotional reactions and cognitive processes by which Whites 
come to understand Whiteness in relation to themselves as Whites, other people in their racial 
group, and other people of color. These concepts would later inform theories such as racial color-
blindness (Neville Lilly, Lee, Duran, and Browne, 2000; Neville, Awad, Flores, & Bluemel, 
2013), white racial identity development (Helms, 1984, 1990, 1995), and costs of racism for 
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whites (Bowser & Hunt, 1981, 1996; Spanierman & Heppner, 2004). Over the course of the 
interviews, Frankenberg purposefully inserted herself and her lived experiences as a White group 
member to make visible the invisible nature of Whiteness and its associated privileges, cultural 
norms, beliefs, attitudes and behaviors. Through this unveiling process and engagement with the 
racial content, participants expressed feelings of fear of being called racist, having their racist 
actions uncovered, and/or of “messing up” in their antiracism efforts; frustration when 
challenged to engage with their racial privilege; helplessness as a result of the belief that racism 
is immutable and unchanging, guilt when actions do not result in meeting ethical standards of 
equality and justice, as well as hope and pride when providing evidence of antiracist action. 
Noteworthy was Frankenberg’s own emotional reaction, specifically shame, upon realizing that 
her engagement with participants at times perpetuated, rather than confronted, social mores 
around racial content that conflicted with her personal beliefs and White self-concept.  
Through ethnographic analysis of the interview content, Frankenberg found three themes 
in the ways in which participants framed their racial group membership and expression of their 
Whiteness. These included: (1) racial differences as evidence of inequalities from a biological 
standpoint, (2) color-blindness/power-evasion as illustrated by the desire to view all races as the 
same and attribute disadvantages to victims of racism, and (3) race cognizance through authentic 
examination of White’s racial socialization, associated privileges, and racist thoughts, feelings 
(e.g., fear, frustration, helplessness, guilt, pride, shame), and beliefs. When examining the 
relationship between emotions and racial consciousness, Frankenberg found that emotions of 
frustration, guilt, and anger, as well as a clear preference for color-blindness/power evasion, 
were often endorsed by participants when confronted with the history of racism perpetuated by 
whites against people of color. The frequency for which participants endorsed color-blind/power-
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evasion frameworks when challenged to discuss their racial group member experiences, indicates 
that external as well as internal motivational processes may be at work when Whites are 
confronted with their participation in a racist society while maintain a position of egalitarianism, 
an area that will be further explored in the paper. These motivational, social and intrapsychic 
processes were not elucidated in Frankenberg’s original work, a deficit within her analysis; 
however, future researchers such as Neville and colleagues (2000, 2013) took up the call to 
explore this phenomenon and used Frankenberg’s findings to develop a theory on color-blind 
racial ideology.  
White Color Blindness: “I don’t see race” 
Whites’ preference for racial color blindness, and evasion from recognizing the 
concomitant power and privileges that are associated with membership in the White racial group 
as the dominant racial position in our society, drives many Whites to engage, rather than desist, 
in acts that reinforce racial prejudices (Neville et al., 2013). Frankenberg’s (1993) study, while 
qualitative and exploratory in nature, helped to create a foundation for which future theorists 
have worked to examine the processes by which White’s frame their experiences as Whites and 
the emotions that facilitate these enactments. Neville et al. (2000) built upon Frankenberg’s 
distinction of color vs. power evasion to develop a theory of racial color-blindness. Neville et al. 
(2013) contend that it is unrealistic and harmful to disregard another’s race given that we live in 
a racially stratified country in which racial egalitarianism does not exist, as evidenced by racial 
disparities in healthcare, unemployment, poverty, and mental and physical health (US 
Department of Health and Human Services, 2010; Carter, 2007). As a result, White’s use of 
color-evasion with the assertion that one “does not see color” as a way of rejecting white racial 
superiority, as well as power-evasion with the belief that “everyone has equal opportunities for 
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success” and “failures rest with the individual”, do not align with the reality of US racial 
hierarchies and systemic racist practices across all domains of life (Bonilla-Silva, 2001).   
Neville et al. (2000) identified two processes by which Whites try to make sense of their 
racial world. The first, Color-evasion is a strategy employed to deny racial differences through 
the emphasis of sameness. Statements such as “I do not see color” or “we are all the same” are 
ineffective attempts by the individual to reduce racial prejudice and mask their discomfort with 
racial content within interracial contexts. The second, Power-evasion, by contrast, occurs when 
the individual denies racism by emphasizing the presumed equal opportunities afforded all races, 
thereby denying or minimizing racial issues, systemic racism, as well as White privilege. Those 
whose preference is power-evasion will make statements such as “racism is not a major issue in 
American society” or “everyone has an equal chance” as a way of legitimizing their racist beliefs. 
These individuals often hold fear and anger towards people of color as well as have limited racial 
intolerance and empathy, believing in a just world where people are rewarded for their effort. 
Through these interrelated dimensions, color-blind racial ideology allows Whites to justify and 
explain away racial inequalities, maintaining their position of innocence, when all the while they 
are supporting the systems of racial hierarchies that promote these inequalities (APA, 
Presidential Task Force on Preventing Discrimination and Promoting Diversity, 2012).   
To test whether this conceptual framework could be measured empirically, Neville et al. 
(2000) created the Color-Blind Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS) to capture the cognitive aspects 
of color-evasion and power-evasion attitudes. The authors established the validity of their 
measure through exploratory, confirmatory, and test-retest reliability analyses with 1100 racially 
diverse, primarily college-aged participants from across the US. The authors found empirical 
support for a three-factor structure of racial color-blindness: (1) Racial Privilege (e.g., “White 
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people in the U.S. have certain advantages because of the color of their skin”), (2) Institutional 
Discrimination (e.g., “Social policies, such as affirmative action, discriminate unfairly against 
white people”), and (3) Blatant Racial Issues (e.g., “Social problems in the U.S. are rare, isolated, 
situations). The resultant 20-item measure was found to differentiate among White and People of 
Color participants, with Whites endorsing higher levels of racial colorblindness across all 
dimensions (e.g., Racial Privilege, Institutional Discrimination, Blatant Racial Issues) as well as 
beliefs in a just world, modern racial prejudice attitudes, and racial intolerance. This aligns 
theoretically with the model of color-blind racial ideology whereby Whites, through their 
socialization and participation in systems of Whiteness through daily enactment of White 
privilege, would be more inclined to employ color-blindness as a way to maintain a position of 
egalitarianism and separation from old fashioned racism (Bonilla-Silva, 2001). The distinction 
between racial prejudice attitudes and racial colorblind attitudes is grounded in the changing 
nature of acceptable expressions of racial attitudes. Neville et al. (2000) posited that people are 
more willing to refrain from overt racial prejudice while still maintaining racial attitudes that 
place people of color in an inferior position.  
The CoBRAS (Neville et al., 2000) has been employed in various studies on racism with 
White participants, particularly around interracial interactions. Worthington, Navarro, Loewy 
and Hart (2008) examined the relationship between color-blind racial attitudes and social 
dominance orientation as part of a study on perceptions of campus diversity with a sample of 144 
college-aged students. Through a series of regression analyses, the authors found a significant 
relationship between social dominance orientation (i.e., value one places on non-egalitarian and 
hierarchal structured relationships among social groups) and colorblindness racial attitudes, 
specifically the Blatant Racial Issues and Institutional Discrimination subscales. Moreover, it 
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was a lack of white privilege awareness, as measured by the CoBRAS Racial Privilege subscale, 
which was predictive of perceptions of campus diversity for White participants. While the 
relationship between awareness of racism, and how Whites privileged sociocultural position is 
framed in relation to colorblind attitudes, was not explicitly examined in this study, the 
preference for hierarchal social relationships speaks to the contradictory nature of colorblindness: 
desire for race neutrality while also seeking maintenance of established racial/social hierarchies. 
This dichotomy, rather than alleviating fears of personal racism and resultant guilt and shame as 
intended, results in a stagnation of racial consciousness and enactment of racist attitudes and 
beliefs (Spanierman and Soble, 2010). Richeson and Nussbaum (2004) highlighted the insidious 
nature of colorblind racial attitudes in their study of explicit and implicit racial bias where they 
found that color-blindness attitudes were more strongly associated with racial bias, even when 
measured indirectly. The authors created a vignette whereby 30 college-aged female participants 
were encouraged to employ either a color-blind or multicultural oriented approach to address 
racial tensions on campus. The participants primed by the vignette in the color-blindness 
scenario scored more strongly on explicit self-report measures of racial prejudice, as well as 
implicit measures of racial prejudice using reaction times on automatic racial group evaluations.  
These findings indicate that racial color-blindness increases, rather than decreases, racial 
bias even while providing temporary relief from distress around the racial content. What then 
drives the continued use of colorblindness given its associated costs for both agent and target? 
To address this question, Awad, Cokley and Ravitch (2005) conducted a study to examine how 
whites employ a colorblind framework in decision-making, specifically around support for 
affirmative action. Using the CoBRAS, Modern Racism Scale (McConahay, 1986) and 
affirmative action items from census surveys, results from the 375 college-ages sample indicated 
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that colorblind racial attitudes, above and beyond racial prejudice attitudes, were predictive of 
support for affirmative action (i.e., higher levels of colorblind attitudes were associated with less 
support for affirmative action). The authors theorized that concerns of fairness, rather than 
unconscious attitudes of racial prejudice, drove this relationship, and emphasized that while 
colorblind attitudes can still lead to racial discrimination, those operating form a colorblind 
framework may hold inaccurate or distorted views of race and people of color, rather than deep 
seated beliefs about White racial superiority.  
To examine whether changing racial discourse from overt to covert, or “modern” forms 
of racism, were truly reflective of changing beliefs about racial differences, Bonilla-Silva and 
Forman (2000) examined whether Whites’ racial attitudes varied across self-report (i.e., 
quantitative) versus interview narrative (i.e., qualitative) formats. The authors examined data 
from the Social Attitudes of College Students Survey, and randomly selected 41 participants out 
of the total sample of 762 college students who had completed a survey comprised of items 
reflective of contemporary and traditional racial attitudes. These 41 students were asked to 
complete in-depth interviews that examined their racial attitudes across interpersonal (i.e., 
interracial marriage), legal (i.e., affirmative action), and sociocultural (i.e., preference for social 
distances between races) domains. The findings indicated that: (1) racial attitudes are 
underreported in self-report measures, (2) whites employ color-blind racial statements to defend 
the racial status quo, and (3) racial discourse provides a “we-them” frame that positions people 
of color in the inferior status. The authors found that those who employed color-blind racial 
statements used indirect, subtle, racially coded words as a way to avoid appearing racist, exerting 
extensive psychological energy to frame their racial attitudes in a way that preserved their 
positive self-image. While the authors did not analyze which domains (i.e., interpersonal, legal, 
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social) elicited greater endorsement of color-blindness, their findings highlight how color-blind 
racial attitudes allow the preservation of Whites privileged status, facilitates the “we-them” 
dichotomy which places people of color in the inferior, deviant position, and encourages 
displacement of negative affect such as anger, fear, shame, guilt, on the racialized “other”.  
These studies emphasize that someone who is operating from a colorblind racial 
framework does not believe they hold racial prejudices, rather they actively seek to combat these 
prejudices by removing race from the equation, focusing on how racial groups are similar and 
seeking to ensure fairness in all racial interactions (Neville, Worthington & Spanierman 2001). 
Whites who employ this framework fail to take into account that by placing race in a neutral 
position they are continuing to ignore the benefits afforded to them as a result of their dominant 
racial group membership (i.e., Denial of Racial Privilege subscale of CoBRAS). Moreover, the 
ability to determine whether race does or does not get discussed is in itself a privilege only 
afforded to Whites, whose dominant status allows them to guide what is considered socially 
appropriate racial discourse (Ancis & Szymanski, 2001). The pervasiveness of White privilege as 
a reflection of unequal power relations across economic, educational, social, health, and legal 
systems has often gone unexamined and unarticulated by those who benefit from it. As a result, 
theorists such as McIntosh (1988) and researchers such as Pinterits, Poteat, and Spanierman 
(2009) with their measure of White Privileged Attitudes, have worked to challenge this system of 
silence by elucidating how White privilege operates and the ways in which Whites work to deny 
its existence. 
White Privilege as a form of Conferred Dominance 
The maintenance of racial inequality through acts such as colorblindness are reflective of 
the systematic processes which advantage one racial group (Whites) over others (People of 
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Color), and has been referred to as White Privilege. Whiteness, which prioritizes White racial 
group members and their related characteristics as the norm for greater society, results in a 
pattern of unearned assets leaving Whites over-privileged and people of color at a disadvantage. 
Whites are “taught to think of their lives as morally neutral, normative, average, and also ideal” 
(McIntosh, 1988, p.1). These assets comprise Whites’ “invisible knapsack” and represent White 
privilege, which McIntosh (1987) refers to as conferred dominance because of one’s race. The 
enactment of this dominance is a result of the racial hierarchy that creates a system of social 
advantages or “special rights” for Whites primarily on race rather than on merit (Neville et al., 
2001). White Privilege, therefore, is the unearned advantages of being White in a racially 
stratified society as expressed through institutional power largely unacknowledged by Whites 
(Pinterits et al., 2009). When a White person becomes aware of their White privilege, it may 
result in strong affective, cognitive and behavioral reactions called “white privilege attitudes”. 
These attitudes are culturally transmitted to Whites as part of their racial group membership, and 
leave members with the false belief that racism only exists via individual acts, not invisible 
systems of conferred dominance. McIntosh (1988), in her seminal publication on White 
conferred dominance, emphasized the moral and ethical dilemma Whites are placed in as they 
come to realize their unearned privileges:  
My schooling gave me no training in seeing myself as an oppressor, as an unfairly 
advantages person, or as a participant in a damaged culture. I was taught to see myself as 
an individual whose moral state depending on her individual moral will...whites are 
taught to think of their lives as morally neutral, normative and average, and also ideal, so 
that when we work to benefit others, this is seen as work which will allow “them” to be 
more like “us.” (p.166) 
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McIntosh (1988) identified 46 examples of how white privilege may operate across social (e.g., 
“I can if I wish arrange to be in the company of people of my race most of the time”), economic 
(e.g., “whether I use checks, credit cards, or cash, I can count on my skin color to not work 
against the appearance of financial responsibility”), legal (e.g., “If a traffic cop pulls me over or 
if the IRS audits my tax return, I can be sure I haven’t been singled out because of my race”), 
environmental (e.g., “I can choose public accommodation without fearing that people of my race 
cannot get in or will be mistreated in the places I have chosen”), and cultural (e.g., I can turn on 
the television or open to the front page of the paper and see people of my race widely 
represented”) domains. While some have contended that those of lower socioeconomic status 
would also face similar conditions (Leonardo, 2004), the simplicity of McIntosh’s (1988) daily 
enactments speak to the all-encompassing nature of white privilege, often outside of one’s 
awareness. Building on McIntosh’s conceptualization, researchers have worked to operationalize 
these domains of privilege and the thoughts, feelings, and actions associated with privilege 
enactment.  
Ancis and Szymanski (2001) designed a study whereby they examined the written 
reactions of 34 White students to McIntosh’s (1988) 46 examples of daily enactments of white 
privilege. The authors found that as participants’ awareness of white privilege increased, so did 
their expressions of negative affect and distress associated with their white racial group 
membership. Notably, participants endorsed, “grief, sadness, shock, disgust, and feeling 
disturbed and bothered by White privilege and its effects on non-Whites” (p. 11). In addition, 
guilt appeared to act as a signal to participants that their previous understanding of racial 
hierarchies and associated privileges were flawed, moving participants from guilt as a cognitive 
concept, to guilt as an expression of affect, and later to self-action: “My initial reaction to her 
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article was a feeling of guilt over my lack of appreciation for my unearned status. I have since 
redirected my feelings of guilt to an increased understanding of how my color has affected my 
life so far.” (p.11). Two general themes were identified across the participants: (1) expressions of 
anger and defensiveness led to greater endorsement of racial biased attitudes, and (2) expressions 
of guilt and shame often coincided with dysfunctional rescuing, paternalistic attitudes towards 
people of color as well as avoidance of racial content that may be interpreted as racist. While the 
distinction between guilt and shame reactions was not offered in this study, these findings 
highlight the important role of emotions (e.g., anger, guilt, shame), in Whites meaning making 
around their racial identity, and their potential to be transformed into action or inaction in the 
face of increased awareness of Whiteness, white privilege and unacknowledged racism.  
The pivotal role of emotions was further explored by Case (2007) who examined the 
effectiveness of diversity courses in raising students’ awareness of White privilege and racism. 
Using a sample of 146 white college students, the authors administered a pre- and post-diversity 
course participation survey with items assessing white privilege attitudes, racial prejudice 
attitudes, fear towards people of color, guilt as a result of historical acts of racism, and support 
for affirmative action. Through a series of t-score analyses, the authors found that participation in 
diversity coursework increased awareness of white privilege, feelings of guilt, fear of people of 
color (moderate significance), and support for affirmative action. The increased fear of people of 
color, while unexpected by the authors, indicates that for some participants, increased awareness 
of racial inequalities led to cognitive dissonance and associated emotions of guilt and shame. 
These emotions in turn facilitated greater prejudice attitudes as well as decreased interaction with 
people of color as a way to forestall confronting the reality of their unearned privileges and 
diminish psychological distress. The authors posited that guilt and shame, when coupled with 
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fear, might result in avoidance of privilege awareness. Given the different findings between 
these researchers, what is left unclear is how these emotions elicit different responses, 
confrontation versus avoidance, and whether certain constellations of these emotions may be 
more ideal for antiracist work.  
The significance of emotions such as guilt and shame in relation to White privilege 
awareness was investigated by Pinterits, Poteat, and Spanierman (2009) in their development of 
the White Privilege Attitudes Scale (WPAS). With a sample of 560 White college-aged students, 
the authors generated items that were theorized, upon review of the literature, to reflect the 
affective, cognitive, and behavioral dimensions of white privilege attitudes. These included fear 
linked to potential loss of benefits, downward mobility in the absence of race-based privilege 
and/or rejection by White friends and family when challenging the racial status quo (Neville et 
al., 2001, Tatum, 2002, Goodman, 2001, Poteat & Spanierman, 2008); guilt and shame upon 
recognition of the current and historical deleterious consequences for people of color as a result 
of white racism, whiteness and white privilege enactment (Swim & Miller, 1999; Iyer, Leach, & 
Crobsy, 2003; Spanierman & Heppner, 2004); anger as a defensive response to recognition of 
white privilege or a sincere reaction towards racial injustice (Spanierman, Oh, Poteat, Hund, 
McClair, Beer, & Clark, 2008; D’Andrea & Daniels (2001), as well as hopeless and 
powerlessness in the face of potential costs associated with disavowing white privilege (Kivel, 
2002; Goodman, 2001). Behaviorally, these emotions were theorized to drive actions such as 
avoidance, ambivalence, and apathy; conversely they may also facilitate antiracism work such as 
directly addressing racist discourse, increased involvement in communities of color, as well as 
seeking out new learning opportunities to expand privilege awareness (Kivel, 2002; Leach, Iyer, 
Pederson, 2006). Bridging emotions to behavior, the degree of cognitive denial, minimization, 
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rationalization, and justification employed when examining white privilege was theorized to be 
dependent on the one’s recognition of White privilege and accepting personal responsibility for 
said privileges (Neville et al., 2000). The authors emphasized that at the time of publication, little 
empirical work had been done to operationalize white privilege attitudes, nor examine how they 
are manifested and enacted across affective, behavioral and cognitive domains. Without a 
measure to accurately capture their myriad manifestations, the authors contended that efforts to 
facilitate antiracism work would ultimately fail given the primacy of white privilege in 
maintaining systems of racism. 
Towards this aim, four dimensions of white privilege attitudes were identified through 
factor analysis: (1) willingness to confront white privilege (e.g., plans to address and/or explore 
own white privilege), (2) anticipated costs of addressing white privilege (e.g., trepidation about 
addressing and/or losing one’s white privilege), (3) white privilege awareness (e.g., critical 
consciousness and understanding of white privilege and racial inequities), and (4) white privilege 
remorse (e.g., emotional reactions including shame and/or anger around white privilege benefits). 
Examination of convergent validity supported the theoretical conceptualization summarized 
above, whereby higher scores on measures of color-blindness (CoBRAS; Neville et al., 2000), 
modern racism (MRS; McConahay, 1986), social dominance orientation (SDO; Pratto, Sidanius, 
Stallworth, & Malle, 1994), and affective costs of racism (e.g., guilt, fear, empathy; PCRW, 
Spanierman & Heppner, 2004) were associated with lower scores on Confronting White 
Privilege, White Privilege Awareness and White Privilege Remorse subscales.  
Given the central role of affect, specifically racial affect (e.g., emotions associated with 
racial content and racial self-concept), in the item content and factor conceptualization, 
additional analysis of the emotional costs of white privilege attitudes were examined in 
 20 
relationship to Spanierman and Heppner’s (2004) Psychosocial Costs of Racism for Whites scale 
(PCRW). These indicated that Confronting White Privilege and White Privilege Remorse are 
associated with higher White Guilt (e.g., guilt and shame around Whites’ historical and current 
acts of racism) and White Empathy (e.g., anger and sadness around racial inequalities), and lower 
White Fear (e.g., fear of people of color). Additionally, Anticipated Costs and White Fear were 
positively related, indicating that irrational fear of people of color may be associated with 
ambivalence to engage in behaviors that risk challenging white privilege (Pinterits et al., 2009). 
The significant relationship between Confronting White Privilege, White Privilege Remorse, and 
the PRCRW White Guilt subscale raises an important question – what emotions are necessary to 
elicit action? As the PCRW Guilt subscale and White Privilege Remorse subscale both reference 
shame, where does guilt fit in and what role does it play? Which emotions, guilt or shame, is 
responsible for transforming remorse into action (i.e., Confronting White Privilege)? Powell, 
Branscombe, and Schmitt (2005) attempted to add clarity to this relationship using an experiment 
with 232 Whites to test the impact of in-group versus out-group categorization when applied to 
White privilege awareness. The authors primed participants to view racial inequalities as a result 
of white advantage (i.e., privilege) or black disadvantage, and found that white advantage, an in-
group framing, resulting in greater feelings of White guilt and resultant endorsement of 
reparative action than the black disadvantage condition. While a major flaw of this research was 
the conceptualization of guilt as a response to collective wrongdoing with no reference to 
personal responsibility or remorse for racist actions, the transition from affect to behavioral 
intent in the White advantage condition is noteworthy given that no connection between guilt 
around racial group membership and support for affirmative action had thus far been empirically 
measured. Their findings further support Bonilla-Silva and Forman’s (2000) position that 
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motivational processes involving “we-them” frames facilitate negative affect. These, in turn, are 
projected on the inferior “other” as a way to reducing perceived responsibility for racial 
disparities. While providing temporary relief from the emotional distress associated with 
privilege awareness, the focus on the disparate “other” elicits greater fear and movement away 
from people of color and true racial equality.  
The emphasis on emotions in the White Privilege Attitudes Scale, as well as associated 
empirical findings thus far explored, highlight the facilitative or disabling role emotions play as 
Whites gain greater understanding of themselves as racial beings that benefit from a system of 
racial oppression (Goodman, 2001). Moreover, it appears across the studies reviewed that guilt, 
as well as shame, when coupled with other racial affect, have the potential to facilitate antiracist 
action. What is still missing is a more nuanced understanding of these emotions, and how guilt 
and shame as forms of racial affect differ from one another.  
Creating a White identity in a racist society 
The centrality of emotions in this process of racial awakening and creating a White racial 
self-concept is captured in theories of White racial identity development. Greater awareness of 
systems of racism and related white privilege results in emotional distress and employment of 
cognitive processing strategies such as colorblindness to protect the internal representation of 
Whites as fair, just, and egalitarian (Spanierman and Soble, 2009). As one encounters different 
dissonance producing racial events, varied emotional and cognitive constellations occur that can 
move Whites towards (or away from) a nonracist and ultimately antiracist identity.  
 In order to recognize the dominance of Whiteness and the concomitant thoughts, feelings 
and beliefs, Whites must first acknowledge that they have race, are considered racial beings, and 
are part of the racialized hierarchal structure as previously described by Jones (2002). In support 
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of this, researchers have developed several racial identity theories to examine the psychological 
effects of racism on dominant group members as they come to understand their racial group 
membership, their perceptions of those within (i.e., Whites) and outside their group (i.e., People 
of Color), and awareness of systems of racism, White Privilege, and Whites’ dominant status. 
Within each model there are dissonance-inducing critical racial events which elicit distinct 
patterns of thoughts, attitudes, feelings and behaviors to manage associated distress, and 
ultimately facilitate growth towards a more sophisticated racial identity status/stage. The 
penultimate goal of these models is to develop a racial identity reflective of greater racial 
awareness that is grounded in the abandonment of racial oppression and white dominance 
orientation (Spanierman and Soble, 2010). Jones and Carter (1996) emphasized that examining 
Whiteness through a racial identity development lens allows greater insight into the mechanisms 
that maintain racism across individual, institutional and cultural racism. As such, the following 
section is devoted to examining white racial identity, specifically Helms’ model of White Racial 
Identity Development, as well as the pivotal role emotions play in transformation from a racist 
(Whiteness dominating) to non-racist (Whiteness challenged) white identity.  
White Racial Identity Development 
Models of White identity development include Hardiman’s (1982) White Identity 
Development Process Model, which focuses on the development of racial consciousness across 
the lifespan and pervasive influence of acceptance of the status quo (e.g., normativity and 
centrality of Whiteness), Ponterotto’s (1998) White Racial Identity Consciousness model 
developed in response to multicultural counseling training initiatives that found trainees avoiding 
racial material as well as recognition of Whiteness and associated White privilege, and Helms’ 
(1984, 1990, 1995) White Racial Identity Development model that positions racial development 
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as a dynamic interactive process by which Whites come to abandon their racism and develop a 
more healthy, non-racist identity. For the purposes of this paper, we will be operating from 
Helms’ (1984, 1990, 1995) White racial identity development model which emphasizes that 
individuals can hold multiple aspects of different identity statuses at one time; however, one will 
be dominant and reflected in their cognitions, behaviors, and emotions, as well as mechanisms 
for coping with awareness of their racial reality.  
Helms (1984, 1990) originally introduced five White racial identity development ego 
statuses and later added a sixth status (Helms, 1995); 1) contact, 2) disintegration, 3) 
reintegration, 4) pseudo-independence, 5) immersion-emersion, 6) autonomy. All of these 
statuses are proposed to be present within a person’s ego structure at some level with one status 
usually exerting a more dominant influence on a person’s racial worldview (Jones & Carter, 
1996). While every White person may not be racist, they are exposed to social, cultural and 
institutional messages that promote racism and as such have integrated, to varying degrees, these 
messages as part of their ego structure. This is illustrated through their White Racial Identity 
Status, where movement occurs across the statuses from an externally defined to an internally 
and personally meaningful racial identity (Jones & Carter, 1996; Spanierman and Soble, 2010).  
The first three statuses are considered “racist identity statuses” (Jones & Carter, 1996) 
and include “contact”, “disintegration” and “reintegration”.  The last three statuses are 
considered “non-racist identity statuses” and include “pseudo-independence”, “immersion-
emersion” and “autonomy”. The Contact status can be understood as “a color-blind status”, 
where the existence of race and racism are denied but the person’s behavior and attitudes are 
guided by racist principles that have never been questioned” (Jones & Carter, 1996, p.3). 
Moreover, people of color are seen as different, and viewed with trepidation and/or fear 
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(Thompson & Carter, 2012). Disintegration occurs when White’s become aware that people of 
color are not treated the same and recognize that other White’s and/or White institutions ignore 
these racial inequalities in order to maintain privileged White status (Thompson & Carter, 2012). 
As a result of this inner conflict, emotional reactions of guilt, shame, helpless and anxiety are 
often experienced (Jones & Carter, 1996). Reintegration is marked by Whites attempts to regain 
their psychological equilibrium and group belonging (as a result of the events in Disintegration), 
in order to justify Whites’ superior position and privilege. The denial of racial inequalities and 
reaffirmation of “Whiteness” may lead to more covert expressions of racism, fear of people of 
color, and anger (Thompson & Carter, 2012; Helms, 1990).  
In sum, the Contact status includes people who are racist but do not know it; the 
Disintegration status includes people who are confused about the conflict between their 
fundamental beliefs about themselves and people of color, and the observed unjust racial 
inequalities; and finally, in Reintegration, people are more likely to hold negative thoughts and 
feelings about people of color as a result of their denial of White privilege and belief in White 
superiority (Jones & Carter, 1996). 
The first status towards a non-racist White racial identity is Pseudo-Independence and 
begins the journey of looking inward and reexamining thoughts, feelings and beliefs about race, 
particularly questions about inferiority and myth of white superiority. While this status is more 
intellectual than emotional, a person in this status may become uncomfortable with their racist 
thoughts and behaviors and therefore start to alter their outlook. However, they may still be 
unknowingly perpetuating racism, and become defensive when questioned (Jones & Carter, 1996; 
Thompson & Carter, 2012). The next status, Immersion-Emersion (introduced in Helms, 1995), 
is where the journey becomes more emotionally integrated as a person recognizes the 
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uncomfortable history of oppression by Whites against people of color, and the negative 
consequences of racism. Questions such as, “how can I feel proud about my race without being 
racist?” illustrate the emotional (e.g., guilt, shame, fear, anxiety, sadness, anger) and cognitive 
components of this status. Lastly, the Autonomy status is where the journey concludes with a 
person having created a positive internalization of their Whiteness, while also recognizing how 
they and other Whites have contributed to racism. Race is an integrated component of their 
identity for which they no longer feel threatened, and they move towards eliminating personal, 
cultural and institutional racism. 
White Racial Identity Attitudes and Emotions 
 Acknowledgement of ones’ White racial group membership, perpetuation of slavery as 
part of group membership history, and personal benefits associated with group membership 
results in emotions such as guilt, shame, anxiety, helplessness, anger, empathy, and ambivalence 
(Todd, Spanierman & Aber, 2010; Spanierman and Soble, 2010). As one status becomes more 
dominant, the associated emotions, or constellation of emotions, will also be more strongly 
expressed as well as the information processing strategies that manage these reactions. How 
these emotions are understood within a white racial frame has come under recent investigation, 
and has been theorized to comprise distinct forms of racial affect that are unique to one’s 
engagement within the systems of racism, and development of a racialized self-concept 
(Spanierman & Soble, 2010; Todd, Spanierman, Poteat, 2008). An example of such an 
investigation is the work of Siegel and Carter (2014) who explored the relationship between 
White racial identity status (WRIAS; Helms & Carter, 1990) and emotional states (PANAS-X; 
Watson & Clark, 1994). The authors employed a racial vignette to prime participants in the 
stimulus condition to engage with explicit racial content, which would elicit various emotions 
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theoretically related to different forms of racial affect. The authors tested this relationship using a 
pre-posttest format and moderation analyses with 286 White college-aged students, 145 in the 
explicit race condition and 141 in the no-race condition, and found significant findings only 
related to Fear and Autonomy. Specifically, the authors found that as Autonomy status increased 
between pre-and posttest, level of fear decreased, with a significant moderation effect for race 
versus no race condition. While the findings illustrate the decreasing importance of fear as a 
form of racial affect for those in the Autonomy status, the lack of additional significant findings 
may be attributed to how the emotional states were operationalized in the identified emotions 
measure.  
As emphasized above in the research on privilege awareness, the emotions of guilt, 
shame, and fear appear to reflect integration of privilege awareness into one’s racial self-concept. 
The PANAS-X Guilt subscale included in the analysis contains guilt and shame items, and 
therefore may not accurately reflect the unique contribution of each emotion within the racial 
identity status, nor the effect when combined with other emotions such as fear, anger, or sadness. 
This would support Spanierman and Soble’s (2010) conceptual work on racial affect and White 
racial identity, whereby they posited accepting one’s white privilege as a central task in White 
racial identity development. As a result, analysis of emotional expressions of racial affect in 
relationship to white racial identity attitudes statues would benefit from incorporation of white 
privilege attitudes and greater delineation between guilt and shame.   
Gushue and Constantine (2007) explored the relationship between color-blind racial 
attitudes, as a reflection of white privilege awareness, and White racial identity attitudes in a 
sample of 177 White counselor trainees. They found that the relationship between the CoBRAS 
subscales and the WRIAS varied across colorblindness dimensions, with higher scores on the 
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CoBRAS more strongly associated with less integrated forms of racial identity. The pattern of 
results were as follows: (1) higher levels of Denial of Racial Privilege were associated Contact 
and Immersion/Emersion status, (2) higher levels of Institutional Racism were associated with 
higher level of Disintegration and Reintegration with lower levels of Immersion/Emersion, and 
(3) higher levels of Unawareness of Blatant Racial Issues was associated with high levels of 
Disintegration and Reintegration, and lower levels of Pseudo-independence, 
Immersion/Emersion and Autonomy. These findings are important given that Helms and Cook 
(1999) in their work on race and culture in counseling, emphasized the role of guilt, shame, fear, 
anger and anxiety in transitioning from less integrated to more advanced forms of racial identity. 
Specifically, guilt, shame, and fear were theorized to play key roles in the transition from 
disintegration to reintegration and guilt, shame, anger in pseudo-independence to 
immersion/emersion. As a result, we would expect that those at less integrated racial identity 
statuses would not only endorse higher levels of racial colorblindness, but also greater emotional 
distress. What is less understood is how these emotions, which Whites spend extensive 
psychological energy defending against, are made meaningful as part of their racial identity. Are 
Whites expressing sincere emotions in relation to their participation in systems of racism or are 
these emotions superficial and externally driven? Does expression vary as one becomes more 
racially aware and integrates a racial self-concept into how they understand themselves as a 
whole person?  
Incorporating theoretical and empirical findings on white racial identity development, 
white privilege awareness, and associated emotional, cognitive and behavioral reactions, Todd 
and Abrams (2011) began to address this question as part of their study on White dialectics – 
contradictions in racial discourse as reflective of psychological tension associated with dominant 
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group status in the US. The authors engaged in a series of interviews with 12 White students to 
capture contradictions present within Whites racial discourse and identified six common sources 
of tension: (1) Whiteness and self, (2) connection in multicultural relationships, (3) color 
blindness, (4) minimization of racism, (5), structural inequality, and (6) White privilege. While 
the authors did not explicitly explore racial identity using Helms’ frame, they found that as 
students continuously engaged with the racial content, their exploration of their white identity 
and enactment of white privilege moved from mostly cognitive in nature to being dominated by 
affect, which once tolerated, moved to personal meaning. Noteworthy was that emotions such as 
guilt, anger, and sadness moved from being group based, “I guess knowing that I’m White and 
that other people that are White could do that [racial hate crimes], I guess is discomforting for 
me” (p.371) and externally motivated, to becoming sincere reflections of emotions connected 
with personal actions and racial exploration. Moreover, participants appeared to vary in their 
ability to sustain internally motivated, personally meaningful emotions around their racial 
identity, often digressing back to more nascent expressions of affect when they became 
overwhelmed with the racial content, potentially reflective of a shame-withdrawal response 
(Tangney & Dearing, 2002). These findings, while limited in their quantitative application given 
the discursive frame, speak to a unique phenomenon that others within the Whiteness field are 
just now beginning to examine –emotional labels have different meanings, expressions, and 
representations as one becomes more racially aware. Given this, greater examination of racial 
affect associated with antiracism, such as guilt, as well as those associated with 
avoidance/withdrawal, such as shame, is needed.  
The difficulty in maintaining intense affective states such as guilt and shame as well as 
personal racial exploration, has been reflected in DiAngelo’s (2011) theoretical work on White 
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Fragility. DiAngelo (2011) states that White Fragility is the result of Whites’ expectations for 
racial comfort, which stem from their insulation from racial concerns given their dominant status 
and invisibility of Whiteness.  
Thus, when faced with even minimal levels of racial stress, they are unable to tolerate it 
and will employ a range of defenses to reinstate white racial equilibrium. These defenses include 
emotional responses such as guilt, shame, fear and anger, as well as behavioral responses such as 
withdrawal, silence, and argumentation. DiAngelo (2011) emphasized that Whites living in a 
White dominated society receive little to no authentic information about racism, and as such, are 
unprepared to think about it critically or with complexity. Therefore, they lack the cognitive or 
affective skills, as well as racial stamina, to effectively engage in cross-racial interactions. While 
no empirical study of White Fragility is currently available, the theoretical implications are 
valuable given that different constellations of racial affect such as guilt, shame, anger, fear, and 
sadness, may lead to defensive strategies such as colorblindness that perpetuate, rather than 
ameliorate, racist attitudes and behaviors.  
Affective Costs of Racism: Role of Guilt and Shame 
Empirical studies such as those reviewed above have examined the relationship between 
Whiteness (e.g., colorblindness, privilege awareness, racial identity attitudes) and emotions; 
however, none have been framed as evidence of racial affect - unique expressions of emotions 
grounded in systems of racism and one’s position in the racial hierarchy. As such, there lacks 
consistent definitions, operationalization, and measures that capture these emotions, nor cohesive 
language for Whites to effectively engage in racial discourse. As Levenson (1999) states, “What 
is needed is not a single theory of emotion, but rather a set of emotion theories for different 
families of emotions including for self-conscious emotions” (p.493). Given this, the remainder of 
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the paper will be focused on developing a model of racial affect which positions emotions such 
as guilt and shame within the Whiteness literature, and examines how researchers have thus far 
attempted to understand these self-conscious emotions from a racialized standpoint.  
Spanierman and colleagues (see Spanierman, 2015 for a comprehensive review) have 
provided the greatest contributions to the development of a White racial affect model thus far 
through their scholarship on the affective dimensions of Whiteness, specifically White Guilt, 
White Fear, and White Empathy. The negative consequences Whites experience as a result of 
societal racism and living in such an oppressive system have been referred to as the “costs” of 
racism for Whites (Spanierman & Heppner, 2004). These costs were first introduced in the 
literature on Whiteness by Bowser and Hunt (1981, 1996) who synthesized the conceptual work 
of several authors in their book, Impacts of Racism on White Americans, highlighting the 
negative consequences of dominant group membership. Of note, contributing authors 
emphasized the varied emotional, or affective, costs that can cause impairment across cognitive, 
behavioral, and psychological domains for Whites. These include: isolation, guilt, shame, anxiety, 
frustration, loss, distorted sense of danger, and low self-esteem (Karp, 1981; Dennis, 1981; Kivel, 
1996; Jones & Carter, 1996). While in no way comparable to the, “substantial economic, 
political, and social costs that racial and ethnic have faced as a result of White racism” (p.2), 
these costs can cause great distress for Whites and work to promote, rather than challenge, the 
systems of racism they are grounded upon (Spanierman, Todd, & Anderson, 2009).  
To better understand these costs and determine ways they may be challenged, 
Spanierman and Heppner (2004) developed a model of psychosocial costs of racism for Whites 
that encompassed affect (i.e. negative emotional consequences such as guilt, shame, and fear), 
cognitions (i.e. distorted view of self, others and reality such as reliance of stereotypes), and 
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behavior (i.e. limited or restriction actions in interracial contexts). Spanierman and Heppner 
(2004), in recognizing the primary role emotions play in perpetuating and maintaining racism, 
developed the Psychosocial Costs of Racism for Whites (PCRW) scale to assess the affective 
costs for whites. Scaled development occurred with 727 White college-aged participants over 
three collection phases, and uncovered via factor analysis three primary affective dimensions: 
White Empathic Reactions towards Racism (i.e. White empathy; sadness and anger around 
existence of racism); 2) White Guilt (i.e. Guilt and Shame regarding being White as well as 
remorse about race-based advantages); and 3) White Fear of People of Other Races (i.e. White 
fear; irrational fear and/or mistrust of racial minorities) (Spanierman et al., 2009).  
As racial attitudes are complex and nuanced, Spanierman, Poteat, Beer and Armstrong 
(2006) examined how different combinations of White Fear, White Guilt, and White Empathy 
may elicit new dimensions of costs. Through cluster analysis, five distinct groups (clusters) were 
identified and have been theorized to provide richer information than single scale scores as they 
highlight differences in attitudes, beliefs, and race-related behaviors according to group 
membership. The 5 groups (clusters) are: 1) Informed Empathy and Guilt (Antiracist); 2) 
Empathic but Unaccountable; 3) Fearful Guilt; 4) Unempathic and Unaware (Oblivious); 5) 
Insensitive and Afraid.   
The Antiracist type reflects the highest levels of White Empathy and White Guilt, and 
lowest levels of irrational fear of racial minorities. This type is the least frequent (and most ideal), 
and reflect the highest levels of multicultural education, cultural sensitivity, support for 
affirmative action, and racial diversity among friends, and lower levels of color-blind racial 
attitudes (Spanierman et al., 2006; Spanierman et al., 2009) 
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The Empathic but Unaccountable type is the most prevalent of the 5 types and reflects 
high White empathy, and low White guilt and White fear. While similar to the Antiracist type 
with higher levels of racial diversity among friendship groups and lower levels of color-blind 
racial attitudes, this type lacked critical awareness of racial privilege. (Spanierman et al., 2006; 
Spanierman et al., 2009). 
The Fearful Guilt type has high levels of White guilt and fear, with moderate empathy. 
Compared to Antiracist and Empathic but Unaccountable, this type exhibits lower levels of 
racial empathy and higher levels of racial fear. Individuals of this type have awareness of racial 
privilege, moderate levels of multicultural education, and fewer interracial friendships. This type 
has been found to have highest proportion of Democrats compared to other types (Spanierman et 
al., 2006; Spanierman et al., 2009). 
The Unempathic and Unaware (Oblivious) type reflects low levels of White Empathy 
and White Guilt, and moderate level of White Fear. Spanierman et al. (2009) indicate that this 
type is most similar to Helms (1990) Contact status in the White Racial Identity Development 
model as individuals display color-blind racial ideology by being oblivious to issues of race and 
racism. This type has the highest proportion of men, low levels of racial privilege awareness, 
little or no multicultural education, and few interracial friendships. 
The Insensitive and Afraid type has the lowest levels of White Empathy and White Guilt 
and the highest levels of White Fear. Qualitative differences also include the lowest levels of 
multicultural education, racial awareness, exposure to people of color, cultural sensitivity, and 
support for affirmative action. This type also includes the highest proportion of Republicans and 
lowest proportion of Democrats (Spanierman et al., 2009).  
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Empirical research on the Psychosocial Costs of Racism for Whites (PCRW) scale 
examining the affective costs of racism have found that White Guilt is significantly related to 
acknowledgement of White privilege (Pinterits et al., 2009), multicultural counseling 
competence (Spanierman et al., 2008), and support for affirmative action (Todd, Spanierman, & 
Aber, 2010). White Empathy has been positively associated with ethnocultural empathy 
(Spanierman, Oh, Poteat, & Wang, 2005) and interracial friendships (Spanierman & Heppner, 
2004), and negatively associated with color-blind racial attitudes (Spanierman & Heppner, 2004). 
Contrastly, higher levels of White Fear of racial minorities have been negatively associated with 
ethnocultural empathy, multicultural education, exposure to other races, and interracial 
friendships (Spanierman & Heppner, 2004; Spanierman, Neville, et al., 2006). These findings 
speak to the myriad ways in which the costs associated with racism (i.e. Empathy, Guilt, Fear) 
may influence interpersonal interactions and allude to the potential variability in intrapsychic 
processes for Whites in managing these costs.  
White Guilt, when coupled with low White Fear, and higher White Empathy appears to 
be the driving mechanism for antiracist action, operationalized as support for affirmative action, 
interracial friendships, multicultural counseling competence, and white privilege awareness 
(Spanierman, 2015). The issue we appear to run into again is that guilt and shame are both 
captured in current measures of White Guilt and appear to be elicited when referenced to 
collective group wrongdoings, as evidenced by the PCRW Guilt scale items. Therefore, it is 
difficult to discern whether the positive benefits of White Guilt are associated with guilt, shame, 
a combination of both, or their associations with other racial affect and racial attitudes. As such, 
greater understanding of the difference between guilt and shame are needed as well as how they 
are understood within a white racial affect frame.  
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Guilt and Shame among Whites 
In examining White guilt, Steele (1990) argues that, “guilt makes us afraid for ourselves, 
and thus generates as much self-preoccupation as concern for others. The nature of 
preoccupation is always the redemption of innocence, the reestablishment of good feeling about 
oneself” (p.501). In addition, White guilt represents a tenuous emotional state, as one is 
simultaneously aware of their undeserved privileges/advantages as well as their gratitude 
(perhaps unacknowledged) for being White and benefits afforded. Therefore, being a member of 
the White racial group is sufficient enough to cause White guilt as every White benefits from 
racism at the expense of people of color. Moreover, Steele (1990) believes that White guilt is an 
externally motivated emotion as it functions to present to other Whites that one is seemingly 
abiding by the new racial status quo and places responsibility on people of color to alleviate said 
guilt. Steele’s (1990) work was autobiographical in nature and placed his understanding of White 
guilt from the perspective of a person of color. This conceptualization of White guilt has 
dominated all subsequent research on Whites’ emotional reactions to racism. What can be 
gleamed from Steele’s conceptualization is that he views White guilt as a more defensive, 
emotionally superficial emotion rather than a truly meaningful form of racial affect. The 
discrepancy in the emotional experience of Whites who endorse psychological distress and those 
who appear to be endorsing guilt in name only has caused great confusion within the field of 
Whiteness, and guided how we talk about White guilt both as a racial group and as researchers. 
Furthermore, the social preference for guilt, given the dominant orientation or white as positive 
and ideal, has been found to prohibit expressions of shame as well as examination of the 
relationship between guilt and shame within racial discourse (Tangney & Dearing, 2002) 
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Swim and Miller (1999) built on Steele’s (1990) conceptualization to create a measure 
that captured the collective aspect of White guilt, theorizing that one feels guilty in response to 
recognizing historical atrocities against people of color, and the advantages received as being a 
part of a privileged group. The authors engaged in a series of validity analyses with 641 college-
aged participants to determine whether White guilt was associated with collective self-esteem, 
White privilege awareness, support for affirmative action, and racial prejudice attitudes. Sample 
items included: “I feel personally guilty about the past social inequality of Black Americans (i.e., 
slavery)” and “I feel ashamed of what my race has done to other racial groups”. However, after 
the study was factor analyzed all “shame” content was removed given its limited internal 
stability. Overall, the authors found that mean White guilt tended to be low, with women 
endorsing higher levels of White Guilt than men, indicating that perhaps people did not endorse 
strong feelings of guilt in regards to racism, as they did not feel personally guilty. However, a 
strong correlation was found between White guilt, White privilege awareness, and White 
collective self-esteem, which suggest that White guilt is more a reflection of personal feelings 
about being White, rather than feelings around racial inequality. This is supported by the strong 
predictive relationship between beliefs about White privilege and resultant feelings of White 
Guilt as reported by Pinterits et al. (2009). The variability in White guilt endorsement and 
temporal instability of the White Guilt measure when items with shame content were included, 
speaks to the potential of shame as an affective reaction to recognizing the unearned privileges 
afforded ones’ group at the expense of another. This would explain how White guilt led to 
corrective action in the form of affirmative action support, whereas shame would lead to 
defensive reactions evidenced by lower guilt and lower White collective self-esteem scores. 
While the study provides the first empirical support of a measure of White guilt and has been 
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used as the framework for all future White guilt assessment, it does little to advance our 
understanding of feelings of personal guilt as it was based on the conceptualization of White guilt 
as a response to collective group membership.   
Iyer, Leach, Crosby (2003) employed Swim and Millers (1999) measure of White guilt to 
explore the relationship between White guilt around group-based advantages, beliefs around 
racial inequality, and support for affirmative action (compensatory and non-compensatory) in a 
sample of 457 mostly female college-aged participants. The authors found White Guilt was 
associated with beliefs in White Privilege, and resulted from seeing in-group members (i.e. 
White Americans) as perpetrators of racism. While White Guilt predicted support for policies 
aimed at compensating African Americans, it was not predictive of non-compensatory programs 
aimed at racial equality. The results illustrate a major drawback of conceptualizing White Guilt 
as a group-based emotion, as it was not found to lead to significant behavioral action as theorized. 
This indicates that guilt as an affective reaction to racial content needs to be framed from a 
personally meaningful position, with the White self and one’s personal actions of racism at the 
forefront.  
Powell, Branscombe, and Schmitt (2005) further explored the relationship between White 
privilege and White Guilt in their study on racial inequality framed as either in-group privileges 
or out-group disadvantages. The authors employed an experimental design to manipulate the 
framing of racial inequalities with 232 White college students as they completed a task to rate 
statements about racial inequalities in regards to their representativeness of in-group privilege vs. 
out-group disadvantage, and later to provide examples of (in-group) White privilege or (out-
group) Black disadvantage. The authors found a significant relationship between recognizing 
one’s group as the perpetrator of racial discrimination and resultant feelings of unjust White 
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privilege. Moreover, framing racial inequalities as evidence of White Privilege (compared to 
Black disadvantage) led to greater rates of White guilt. While this study adds important value to 
the understanding of White privilege its framing can influence resultant racial affect (e.g., guilt), 
the way in which the authors operationalized White guilt – collective guilt in response to White 
groups history of racial injustice – raises the question again of what is White guilt when it is 
around personal actions of racism, rather than awareness or one’s groups action, and its 
relationship to White privilege? Moreover, the premise put forth by the authors in their 
discussion that collective guilt would lead to greater support for affirmative action, egalitarian 
beliefs, and cross-racial interactions is unfounded as no direct relationship between guilt and 
action were measured.  
The potential connection between collective White guilt and personal distress was noted 
by Tatum (1992), through analysis of student journals as they described their experiences 
learning about the history of slavery and racism within the US. Tatum found evidence of White 
guilt, whereby her students’ recognition of past and present participation in a racist society led 
them to experience White guilt, and employ defensive reactions such as denial of discrimination, 
to defend or minimize this guilt. While her findings were observational in nature and no formal 
sample size or analyses were employed, she found support for the construct of White guilt in her 
student’s journals in such statements as, “When I think of all the pain White people have caused 
people of color, I get a feeling of guilt. How could someone like myself care so much about the 
color of someone’s skin that they would do them harm?” (p.7). These comments according to 
Tatum, supported Helms (1995) White Racial Identity Development model where those in the 
Disintegration stage were prone to feelings of shame, guilt, and anger upon acknowledgement of 
their advantages in American society as a result of their White race. However, the lack of 
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personal connection to these actions as warranting guilt raises the question whether the student is 
feeling guilt as a form of racial affect, or guilt as a result internal or external motivation to reject 
the actions of someone who shares a common identity and violated a social more?  
Social psychologists Legault, Green-Demers, Grant, and Chung (2007) have added some 
clarity to this discrepancy through their development of the Motivation to be Nonprejudiced 
Scale (MNPS) that examines the relationship between motivation and implicit/explicit prejudice. 
As part of their scale development study with 517 white participants, the authors examined the 
relationship between motivation and racial prejudice using measures of internal and external 
motivation, symbolic racism, and implicit racial bias. The authors found that those whose 
motivation to regulate prejudice was based on social controls (i.e., external motivation) such as 
self-preservation concerns were less effective in regulating prejudice than those whose valued 
prejudice regulation as an integrated part of their self-concept (i.e., internal motivation). While 
they did not directly assess emotions such as guilt and shame in their role in prejudice regulation, 
it can be theorized based on the statements referenced in the study above that those who endorse 
guilt as a result of group based actions are doing so more from a social control, self-preservation 
– externally driven – perspective, rather than personal beliefs about the wrongness of racial 
prejudice. This public versus private distinction as theorized for guilt and shame was not 
supported by Tangney, Marchall, Rosenberg, Barlow, and Wagner (1994) in their study with 
over 600 children and adults who completed the original Self-Conscious Affect Inventory (later 
developed into the TOSCA), whereby participants were just as likely to endorse guilt in public, 
and shame in private. This was supported by Gushue, Walker, and Brewster (2017) in their study 
with 198 White psychology trainees who completed measures of Internal and External 
Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice Scales (IMS & EMS, Plant & Devine, 1998) and the 
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Color-Blind Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS, Neville et al., 2000), and found that internal 
motivation was associated with greater awareness of racism, while external motivation was 
associated with greater denial of institutional forms of racism.  
What has become apparent through review of these studies is that guilt related to White 
groups actions are not necessarily integrated into an individual White racial self-concept – they 
do not always feel personally guilty for actions they have taken that they have evaluated as 
wrong and therefore need to rectify – rather they view the actions of the group as wrong and feel 
compelled to let others know this.  While the work of the researchers above have added to our 
understanding of guilt and (minimally) shame, in relationship to White racial group membership, 
we are still lacking a measure that incorporates the attitudes thoughts beliefs and behaviors 
associated with guilt and shame as forms of racial affect, that is focused on the individual not the 
collective group. One such way to bridge this gap is to examine the research available on guilt 
and shame within the emotions field, as current research in this area posits guilt and shame as 
differentiating across behavioral and self-appraisal dimensions (Tangney & Dearing, 2002), key 
aspects needed in the development of a guilt and shame racial affect model.   
Guilt and Shame as Self-Conscious Emotions 
The field of emotion research has recently undergone a shift from focusing on more basic, 
universal emotions such as anger and fear, to more nuanced, culturally bound, and morally 
driven emotions such as guilt, shame, embarrassment, and pride. These emotions have been 
referred to as self-conscious emotions and distinct processes have been theorized to capture their 
manifestation. Similar to the pivotal role Steele (1990) played in the conceptualization of White 
Guilt, Lewis (1971) and his seminal work, Shame and Guilt in Neurosis, heralded in a new era of 
research on guilt and shame and resulted in the development of a self-conscious process model 
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that underpins most empirical measures of guilt and shame today. Lewis (1971) posited that self-
conscious emotions of guilt and shame involve a self-focused cognitive-attribution process and 
involves evaluation of one’s behavior to some standard, rule or goal (referred to as SRGs). These 
SRGs are culturally bound, transmitted to members starting in childhood, govern what are 
deemed acceptable thoughts, feelings, and actions, and ultimately become internalized as part of 
an individual’s self-concept.  
In order for shame or guilt to arise, a multistep process occurs: (1) the individual 
undergoes a process of self-evaluation whereby their thoughts, feelings, and actions are 
evaluated in terms of their alignment (termed “success”) or discrepancy (termed “failure) with 
these internalized SRGs, (2) the individual attributes the success or failure to the global self (e.g., 
I did this horrible thing), or specific actions of self (e.g., I did that horrible thing), and (3) self-
conscious emotions arise in the form of shame when failures are attributed to the global self or 
guilt when failures are attributed to the specific actions of self. Lewis (1971) went on to describe 
how shame, given its global self-focus, will often leave the individual feeling as if there is no 
way out as they are both the object of focus and the agent who caused the failure. As a result, 
those experiencing shame often feel helplessness, engage in avoidance, and describe physical 
sensations of bodily shrinking, hoping to disappear from themselves as well as others.  
This intensely painful emotional state differs from that associated with Guilt, as the focus 
is on the specific features or actions of the self that led to the failure, rather than the self as a 
whole. Given this distinction, they are able to contain their negative attribution to the action 
alone and its impact on others, seeking out ways to repair the failure through corrective action. 
The movement away from versus towards others is one of the greatest marks of difference 
between shame and guilt.  
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While Lewis (1971) did not specify what would constitute SRGs for specific groups, it 
can be theorized that for Whites the standards, rules or goals used for evaluation would be 
dominated by colorblindness, lack of privilege awareness, and promotion of the racial status quo. 
Therefore, as Whites undergo a process of racial awakening whereby these are confronted and 
challenged (i.e., white racial identity attitudes), the standards, rules, or goals used for evaluation 
may also change, becoming more integrative and reflective of racial content.  
Tracy and Robins (2006), greatly impressed by Lewis’ work, built upon her model to 
include greater detail around causal attributions, cognitive appraisals, and self-representations 
that may lead to self-conscious emotions. They emphasized that self-conscious emotions of guilt 
and shame only occur when the triggering event is evaluated as relevant to one’s identity or a 
self-representation that the individual views as important. The authors emphasized that 
individuals may hold self-representations that are ideal in nature (e.g., what one hopes for – “not 
racist”), ought in nature (e.g., what one believes they should be – “should be non-racist”), and 
current in nature (e.g., what one actually is – “hold racist attitudes and beliefs”). If the event is 
evaluated as incongruent with these self-representations, emotions such as guilt or shame will 
arise.  
While both emotions attribute the cause of the event to some internal factor, they differ 
according to whether they attribute the cause to something stable (i.e., unchanging about a 
person) and global (i.e., personal as a whole vs. specific aspect of person). Shame will occur 
when the person attributes the cause of the event to stable, global aspects of the self, while guilt 
arises when the event is attributed to unstable, specific aspects of the self. This helps to explain 
why shame is often associated with hiding or avoidance behaviors as the causal attribution is to 
an aspect of oneself that cannot be changed and would therefore desired to be hidden from self 
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and others. This external – other focused – component of shame is integral in delineating shame 
from guilt and resultant coping responses (i.e., movement towards vs. away from others) for 
ameliorating their impact.  
In contrast, Guilt, given its unstable, specific attribution, would have the potential for 
change and is more associated with reparative behaviors and remediation. Moreover, shame, 
given its focus on the “bad self”, would derail empathy, as they are less able to focus cognitive 
and emotional resources on the harmed other. To defend against the bad self, those who 
experience shame may also externalize the badness onto others in the form of anger (Tangney, 
Stewing, & Mashek, 2007).  
Giner-Sorolla, Piazza, and Espinosa (2011) examined the relationship between guilt, 
shame, and personal transgressions of racial prejudice. The authors used an experimental method 
to manipulate feedback provided to participants around their expressions of racial prejudice. The 
sample of 77 White college-aged participants was randomly assigned to the prejudice and non-
prejudice conditions, tasked with reviewing a CV of a Black candidate, and rating their 
suitability for the position. The participants in the experimental condition were provided 
feedback that their ratings showed signs of prejudice towards the target racial group. Following 
the manipulation, participants were asked to complete a measure of state shame and guilt (State 
Shame and Guilt Scale; Marschall, 1996) and dispositional guilt and shame (Test of Self-
conscious Affect (TOSCA; Tangney et al., 2000), a measure of modern racism (Modern Racism 
Scale, McConahay, 1986), and sample items representing different compensation options for 
minority groups. In the experimental condition, guilt-proneness predicted compensatory action 
and was not associated with affective reactions of state guilt. In contrast, shame-proneness was 
positively associated with affective reactions to prejudice and negatively associated (moderate 
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significance) with compensatory action. Their findings indicate that one’s dispositional 
proneness to experience guilt was a stronger predictor of compensatory action then the actual 
affective reaction of guilt (i.e., state guilt) to racial prejudice. Therefore, simply being told you 
are demonstrating racial prejudice is not enough to elicit a guilty affective reaction, nor engage in 
compensatory actions. This contradicts the work of Swim and Miller (1999) who contended that 
simply increasing awareness of racial prejudice would be sufficient to elicit guilt. Perhaps other 
factors, such as colorblindness (e.g., racial privilege awareness), motivational processes, and 
emotions such as empathy, move guilt from proneness to affect, and resultant anti-racist action.  
Tangney and Dearing (2002), in their book, “Shame and Guilt”, lend additional insight 
into the relationship between guilt and shame as forms of racial affect. One participant, Pat, 
interviewed as part of the books development, referenced a recent racial encounter: 
I was sitting with a group of friend, one of whom was telling jokes. He started telling 
very rude racist jokes (about blacks, putting them down). Although I realized this was 
inappropriate, I did not make the effort to tell the person and was eventually taken in by 
the jokes. I did not realize that a friend of mine who is black and with whom I 
participated in a racism workshop was sitting at the table directly behind us and had 
heard every single word. When I noticed her, I felt the greatest shame…The feeling was 
unbearable – guilt and shame – thinking of what she must think of me and that I deserve 
it. I hate myself…I just said hello to the person (the black friend) and said nothing more, 
she didn’t say anything. (.84) 
The authors emphasized that Pat’s self-focus – and worry about how this would be perceived by 
others – rather than focus on the Black friend who may have been hurt by the event, is evidence 
of a shame, rather than guilt reaction. Moreover, Pat’s focus is on how the Black friend might be 
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evaluating them, not their friend’s reaction to what was done. They are so caught up in their 
shame that they are unable to take their friends perspective – lack of empathy – and are unable to 
identify ways out of this feeling of distress. If Pat had been experiencing a guilt reaction, they 
would have focused on their Black friend and how they are feeling (rather than themselves), and 
would take steps to want to rectify their actions by making movement towards (rather than away 
from) the friend and the incident. In essence, guilt is triggered by a specific behavior or attribute 
and driven by greater internal motivations to repair what is seen as fixable and external to one’s 
self of self, whereas shame is an indictment of the entire self and while internally oriented, 
focuses more on how others may view them (both in group and outgroup), resulting in strategies 
to create emotion, cognitive, and behavior distance from the trigger.  
The ability for shame to disrupt empathic reactions towards others as theorized by 
Tangney and Dearing (2002) was supported Leith and Baumeister (1998) who conducted a study 
with White college students to examine the relationship between guilt and shame proneness, 
(TOSCA; Tangney et al., 2000), perspective taking (i.e., empathy), and psychological distress. 
The study took place over three phases with 253 White college-aged students, and found that 
those who higher in guilt proneness were more apt to engage in perspective taking, theorized to 
capture empathic reactions, endorse state feelings of guilt, and improvement of interpersonal 
relationships through reparative action (e.g., apologies, greater outreach). In contrast, the authors 
found that those greater in state shame endorsed higher psychological distress, and found no 
relationship between shame-proneness and perspective taking (empathy). These findings 
emphasize that empathy can provide a bridge between guilt and reparative action, and that 
disruptions in other-oriented empathy such as that which occurs with shame, may also impair 
ability to engage in action as well as defend against psychological distress. This aligns with the 
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work of Spanierman et al. (2010) who found that empathy was key to the positive relationship 
between high levels of guilt and greater multicultural competency – a form of other focused 
interventions and orientation.  
Building on Tangney and Dearing’s (2002) conceptual model of guilt and shame 
proneness, Grzanka (2010) adapted the Test of Self-conscious Affect (TOSCA; Tangney et al., 
2000) to include scenarios that reflected racial content and dispositional tendencies for guilt vs. 
shame when confronted with White racism. Scale development occurred over several phases. 
First through item generation with a sample of 56 White undergraduate students to determine 
face validity of the items. Next, a sample of 260 White undergraduate students from the same 
university was utilized to determine if the proposed factor structure fit the data in theorized 
patterns (e.g., EFA). Grzanka (2010) initially proposed a four-factor structure based on the 
TOSCA model, with guilt and shame as primary emotional reactions to learning about racism 
and/or one’s personal or group engagement in racial discrimination, and externalization and/or 
detachment as strategies employed to minimize distress. However, results only partially 
supported this hypothesis, as a three-factor, rather than four-factor structure was found. The 
resultant scale was comprised of items theorized to reflect White guilt, White shame, and (affect) 
Negation. This new factor contained items that captured both externalization and detachment 
strategies that are often used in tandem to deny or defer feelings of White guilt and/or White 
shame. Subsequent CFA analysis with a sample of 308 White students confirmed the three-factor 
structure, and provided additional support for the distinction between White Guilt and White 
Shame. Construct validity was found with other tests of White guilt (e.g., Spanierman & Heppner, 
2004; Swim & Miller, 1999), generic guilt and shame proneness (Tangney & Dearing, 2002) and 
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racism (Saucier & Miller, 2003) utilizing correlation analysis to determine significance of 
predictive relationships.  
Grzanka (2010) conceptualized White Guilt as an anxiety reaction when confronted with 
personal and collective racism, with a focus on action in response to feelings of responsibility for 
racism (i.e., “You would think: ‘I wish there was something I could do to make up for all the 
harm slavery caused Black people.’”). In contrast, White Shame was conceptualized as 
indictment of the entire self when confronted with this recognition and resultant disdain for 
oneself as a White racial group member (i.e., “You would wish you weren’t White.”). White 
shame was theorized as lacking in adaptive properties, more strongly associated with 
maladaptive feelings and behaviors including depression, anxiety, anger, and frustration, and 
overall seen as more painful than White guilt (Grzanka, 2010; Tangney & Dearing, 2002; 
Tangney et al., 1996). Conversely, White Guilt was viewed as more adaptive as it focuses on 
action rather than withdrawal, which would lead to greater opportunities for anti-racist 
engagement.  
One major deficit within this study is that items across both the guilt and shame subscales 
emphasize personal responsibility without attention to the potential role of external motivation 
such as in-group/out-group acceptance and/or rejection. This lack of motivational language or 
internal vs. external orientation may have led to several items being cross-loaded in the initial 
scale development study, with more focus on behavioral dimensions of guilt, and more affective 
and cognitive dimensions of shame as a way to create delineation between the constructs. While 
this measure is the only one to date to position White Guilt and White Shame within self-
conscious emotions research and sociocultural context of Whiteness, additional dimensions of 
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guilt and shame as they reflect the multiple ways in which Whites receive and cope with 
messages around their personal and group culpability in White Racism would be beneficial. 
Differences in shame and guilt coping responses was further explicated by Cohen, Wolf, 
Panter, and Insko (2011) through their development of the Guilt and Shame Proneness scale 
(GASP) which differentiates guilt and shame self-behavior focus and related coping responses. 
The authors developed their scale with 450 racially diverse college-aged students and identified 
four factors: (1) negative behavior-evaluations (guilt-behavior), (2) repair actions (guilt-action), 
(3) negative self-evaluations (shame-self), and (4) withdrawal actions (shame-inaction). The 
authors theorized that the distinction between self-behavior, and action-inaction is a major 
determinant of guilt vs. shame reactions. They found convergent validity with measures of 
psychological distress whereby greater shame reactions were positively correlated with personal 
distress and low self-esteem, while greater guilt reactions were negatively correlated with 
unethical behavior. A major drawback of this study is that they only used examples of private 
transgressions for the guilt items, and public transgressions for the shame items, which has not 
been supported by other research (Tangney et al., 1994). 
These studies have shown that the emphasis on shame-withdraw, and guilt-repair 
response styles in current measures of self-conscious emotions may help elucidate why those 
who endorse White Guilt using current measures such as the PCRW (Spanierman & Heppner, 
2004) that includes both guilt and shame items, have differing patterns of response to racial 
content, and that the presence of additional racial affect such as empathy, fear, anger, and 
sadness, can heighten or ameliorate these effects. Given what we have learned, a new model of 
racial affect that positions guilt and shame within the individual, and is associated with distinct 
patterns of racial attitudes, thoughts, behaviors and emotions would benefit our understanding of 
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how Whites participate, maintain, and confront racism. If these variables could be captured and 
examined for their utility in both counseling and research settings, more comprehensive 
antiracism efforts may be developed that leverages these racial affects and their reparative 
potential.  
Shame and Shame Vulnerability 
Contributing to the confusion between guilt and shame is that they are often measured 
simultaneously, with less focus on these affective reactions in isolation and the social, personal, 
and motivational dimensions that underpin them. This discrepancy is even more pronounced 
with regards to shame, as it has often been an afterthought when describing White’s negative 
affective reactions to learning about racism and personal and/or group transgressions that further 
racism. The lack of research around shame speaks to a larger social system at play which focuses 
on actions, rather than self, as the source of badness when it comes to racism. Whiteness operates 
to promote White cultural values as ideal, positive, and the basis of all social systems; however, 
if there was something “wrong” with Whiteness and therefore something “bad” about benefiting 
from social inequities that position Whites above other racial groups, then greater efforts may be 
exerted to disrupt the systems of domination that promote racism. Given this, speaking about 
shame as a form of racial affect not only has the power to lead to greater racial consciousness for 
Whites, but also to challenge systems of racism and ultimately dismantle their pervasive impact.  
While Tangney and Dearing (2002) created the foundation from which many social 
researchers explore general guilt and shame, Dr. Brené Brown (2007) and her ethnographic work 
on shame and shame vulnerability have added substantially to our understanding of shame and 
how it differs from guilt. While Brown has not explicitly studied shame from a racial affect 
model, her work emphasizes the myriad ways in which shame operates at both personal and 
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group levels, and the systems that promote a shame, rather than guilt, response. Brown (2007) 
has found that while both guilt and shame stem from perceived transgressions, shame involves 
negative judgment cast throughout the entire self rather than on a single behavior or act. That is, 
guilt involves a person feeling as though he or she did something wrong (i.e., I did something 
bad), whereas shame involves a person feeling as though there is something wrong with him or 
her (i.e., I am bad). As a result, shame often results in a greater urge to hide and withdraw from 
others, as they fear this wrongness being seen by others, expect rejection from others if 
discovered, and feel helpless to alter what is wrong with them (Brown, 2007; Tangney & 
Dearing, 2002).  
Additionally, shame involves a focus on others as we first learn about shame as children 
through socialization practices which dictate what is acceptable, and what is not. When we 
violate these norms, we often feel rejected, diminished, and ridiculed, and learn to fear these 
feelings. Shame erodes our connection to others, and often shame is a fear-based response to a 
threat disconnection; we fear being perceived as flawed and unworthy of acceptance or 
belonging. Given this, those experiencing shame may silence their voices and keep hidden their 
secret “badness” out of the fear of disconnection – avoidance/withdrawal response. As 
participants of Brown’s (2007) ethnographic study stated, “Shame is being exposed-the flawed 
parts of yourself that you want to hide from everyone are revealed. You want to hide or die” and 
“You work hard to show the world what it wants to see. Shame happens when your mask is 
pulled off and the unlikable parts of you are seen. It feels unbearable to be seen” (p.4). As shame 
focuses on who we are rather than what we have done (i.e., guilt), someone who is experiencing 
shame is more likely to engage in self-destructive behavior (i.e., avoidance, anger) and continue 
to engage in the behavior that was viewed as inconsistent with who they want to be (i.e., personal 
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ethics/beliefs). This is because shame erodes the very part of us that believes we are capable of 
change. Shame also elicits a more fight, flight, or freeze response than guilt which often 
overwhelm cognitive resources, paralleling the withdrawal vs. repair coping responses 
highlighted by other theorists (e.g., Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Cohen, Wolf, Panter, & Insko 
2011).  
Brown (2007) highlights that shame is not insurmountable but translating shame into 
more healthy, adaptive behaviors involves: 1) recognizing shame; 2) practicing critical 
awareness – moving from reinforcing, individualizing, pathologizing to demystifying, 
contextualizing, normalizing; 3) reaching out – moving from separating and insulating to sharing 
ones story, creating change; and 4) speaking shame – moving from shutting down/acting out to 
expressing feelings and asking for what one needs. While Brown does not explicitly speak of 
shame as a form of racial affect, her conceptual model helps to explain why some Whites 
experience overwhelming feelings of “badness” which become incapacitating and lead to 
withdrawal, anger, and reduced empathy as a means to create emotional distance. Moreover, 
despite one’s desire to create distance from their “bad” racist self and actions, they often 
unknowingly continue to engage in behaviors that promote, rather than desist racism (e.g., 
colorblindness, reduced empathy) As a result, these strategies which promote shame resilience 
may be helpful as we begin to explore ways in which White guilt and White shame may be 
challenged and unpacked to move towards anti-racism action.  
What Brown’s research highlights is that while both guilt and shame involve a personal 
focus, shame involves a greater external component which in turn drives shame responses and 
later disengagement with others. Given this, the role of guilt and shame as they relate to 
motivation would be important to explore as this may explain why some people are more likely 
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to endorse White Guilt, rather than White Shame, and address some of the gaps within current 
measures of these constructs.  
Motivational Forces for Guilt and Shame  
The relationship between motivation, self-conscious emotions, and racial prejudice was 
examined by Plant and Devine (1998) in their scale development research for the Internal and 
External Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice Scales (IMS and EMS respectively). They 
found two independent driving forces that inform one’s decision to respond without racial 
prejudice. Internal motivation was associated with a greater desire to act in accordance with 
one’s values, therefore if one wishes to appear non-racist, they must be nonracist. External 
motivation, while still internally focused and may be associated with non-prejudice personal 
values, was more strongly associated with the desire to hide prejudices and avoid disapproval. 
They also explored the relationship between motivation and affect, and found that internal 
motivation was associated with what they refer to as “negself”, which is comprised of affect 
descriptions such as, “angry at self, guilty, uneasy, embarrassed, annoyed at self, disappointed 
with myself, disgusted with myself, regretful, distressed, ashamed, and self-critical” (p.813). A 
major flaw of this study is that they examined both guilt and shame simultaneously and were 
unable to delineate which affective response was more strongly associated with internal 
motivational forces.  
This lack of affect delineation was highlighted in Devine, Plant, Amodio, Harmon-Jones 
and Vance’s (2002) study that found “negself” associated with both high IMS and high EMS 
individuals, leading one to suspect that potentially differing aspects of “negself” may be 
associated with each motivational force. The potential confound of guilt and shame across 
motivation sources was theorized to occur when one feels guilty in response to personal standard 
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discrepancies (i.e., personal failure), and fearful that such discrepancies would be viewed as a 
failure by others based on other-based standards. The role of affect and motivation was built on 
by Plant (2004) who examined whether negative outcome expectations and resultant interracial 
anxiety were associated with motivation and desire to avoid. They found that those with high 
IMS were less likely to have negative outcome expectations, interracial anxiety, and desire to 
avoid, while low IMS/ high EMS had the opposite pattern – they were more likely to hold 
negative outcome expectations, interracial anxiety, and desire to avoid. The relationship between 
external motivation (EMS) and desire to avoid appearing prejudiced by others was further 
supported by Plant and Devine (2009) who found that those with low IMS/high EMS were more 
likely to exert effort to control prejudice in order to hide detectable prejudice form others, rather 
than high IMS individuals who were motivated to eliminate any form or prejudice regardless of 
whether it was detectable by others. This aligns with the work of Brown (2007) who posited that 
shame is associated with greater negative views regarding how others will perceived them, 
resultant emotional distress, and desire to avoid, rather than engage with others, as result. 
Therefore, while shame and guilt were not explicitly assessed in this study, it could be posited 
that interracial anxiety is more strongly associated with a shame response, and that high 
EMS/low IMS are reflective of a shame motivational process.  
Guilt and Shame as Forms of Racial Affect 
To better understand Guilt and Shame from a racial affect orientation, we must first 
develop a parsimonious definition that positions Guilt and Shame within Whiteness, group based 
affect, motivation, colorblindness, affective costs of racism, and self-conscious emotions. 
Therefore, the following sections will offer a new definition of Guilt and Shame as White racial 
affect that incorporates the attitudinal, motivational, behavioral, and emotional dimensions 
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grounded in a White race orientation. It is important first to differentiate between racial affect 
and non-racial affect forms of guilt and shame. This author contends that an individual who is 
experiencing guilt or shame as a form of racial affect must first have developed a sense of 
themselves as a racial being in order to view the triggering event as discrepant from their racial 
self-concept. Without this integration of race within their identity they would not experience 
guilt and shame as forms of racial affect, rather they would experience guilt and shame in 
response to having violating social norms that prohibits the expression of overt racism, not 
because they view these expressions as wrong and antithetical to their White self-concept. The 
following section summarizes the conceptual and empirical work reviewed throughout this paper 
to present a parsimonious conceptualization of White Guilt and White Shame racial affect.  
White Guilt Racial Affect: 
In order for an individual to experience White Guilt, they must first view their actions as 
wrong, and incongruent with an internally valued White self-representation and identity goal. For 
example, in the story of Pat, if they had viewed the racist comment as wrong, knew the belief the 
comment was based on was incorrect, and held the correct belief as integral to their identity, then 
their lack of action in stopping the comment would be the variable of focus, not their sense of 
self as a White individual. An individual who experiences White guilt is not experiencing distress 
around the racial content elicited in the triggering event as they are comfortable with the beliefs, 
attitudes, and behaviors they have come to recognize and value as a White person. What this 
means is that if someone engages in an action they know to be wrong, and have integrated the 
belief about this wrongness into their identity, someone with a stable internal representation 
would be able to view the action as outside of themselves and not a reflection on their self-
concept as a White person as a whole. They would also be less apt to employ colorblind racial 
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attitudes as they are aware of white privilege and the fallacy underpinning many racial 
stereotypes, viewing their actions as incongruent with this developed recognition and related 
attitudes and beliefs. The individual would also have a greater ability to demonstrate other-
oriented empathy and would fear their actions as being labeled racist, rather than themselves as 
racist. While they may demonstrate anger towards other Whites who engage in racist actions, 
they would be able to engage in less aggressive, more emotionally moderated, racial discourse.  
White Shame Racial Affect: 
An individual who endorses White shame would experience distress around racial content 
elicited by the triggering event as they are in a state of discord regarding their understanding of 
themselves as a racial being – there is a discrepancy between the thoughts, feelings, and attitudes 
associated with their actual racial self (current self), their ideal racial self, and the triggering 
event. The individual would be more likely to employ coping responses such as avoidance and 
withdrawal provide a separation between the event and their self-representations, and avoid 
further self-evaluation by claiming a race neutral standpoint. This individual would have a level 
of privilege awareness but may find that their awareness is being challenged by the event and 
discrepant with their self-concept as fair, egalitarian, and just, and over time may be more likely 
to engage in colorblindness if shame is not diminished/transformed. The shamed individual 
knows these thoughts, beliefs and attitudes are wrong but feel trapped regarding their integration. 
They would respond to learning about the egregious history of racism by Whites against people 
of color with horror, and due to their lack of alignment within their racial self-representations, 
allow this horror to permeate into their overall sense of self as a (White) person. They would 
endorse fear of being called racist, challenging their privilege, rejection from white peers, and 
rejection from antiracist Whites. The individual seeks to overcome these discrepancies and 
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painful feelings of being “stuck” but lacks an understanding of how best to transform them into a 
more integrative positive racial self-concept – diminishing their other-oriented empathy. They 
would feel a sense of anger and frustration, both aimed at self and other Whites, unable to 
communicate their thoughts and feelings effectively with others, and stuck in a state of feeling 
exposed and yet diminished in the present of self and others.  
Problem Statement and Current Study 
The role of guilt and shame in maintaining a White dominance orientation has been 
emphasized by researchers and underscores the importance of naming these affective reactions to 
dismantle the invisible structures that maintain Whiteness. As emphasized above, additional 
work is needed to differentiate White guilt from White shame, identify scenarios that elicit 
different constellations of these affective reactions, and determine the conceptual underpinnings 
that should inform empirical examination of these forms of racial affect. Constructs such as guilt 
and shame proneness, collective – group based - responsibility/culpability for racism, and self vs. 
other focus when confronted with racism, have been theorized to contribute to one’s emotional 
understanding of themselves as racial beings and lead to feelings such as guilt and shame. They 
are also often associated with emotional reactions such as empathy and fear, as well as cognitive 
coping responses such as colorblindness that have been found to promote and/or challenge future 
racist actions. Many of these variables have been examined in isolation with only a few instances 
of researchers attempting to understand how they all interact together.  
The purpose of this study is to understand the relationships between these variables, in an 
effort to understand the factors that drive Whites to engage in racism when faced with personal 
and group based actions. Aspects of White guilt and shame proneness, feelings of group based 
culpability for racism (e.g., collective guilt), and focus on behavior vs. perception of others (e.g., 
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motivation processes) have been associated with greater awareness of systems of racism (e.g., 
colorblindness) and emotional reactions that promote movement towards, and away from people 
of color (e.g., psychosocial costs of racism for whites). The White Guilt and White Shame model 
in this study aims to test the assertion that combined aspects of these variables serve to challenge 
the development of colorblindness and fear of people of color, while fostering greater empathy 
and willingness to combat racism. Moreover, this study aims to test whether White Guilt and 
White Shame differ in their ability to challenge and foster these processes, and if so, in what 
meaningful ways.   
Structural Equation Model and Hypotheses 
The structural model proposed two latent variables, White Guilt and White Shame. The 
first latent variable, White Guilt, has three indicators: White Guilt proneness, Collective Guilt, 
and Internal Motivation to Respond without Prejudice. The second latent variable, White Shame, 
has two indicators: White Shame proneness, and External Motivation to Respond without 
Prejudice.  
The White Guilt and White Shame unobserved latent variables were proposed to be 
positively correlated amongst each other and have a negative relationship with the observed 
indicators of Racial Privilege, Institutional Discrimination, and Blatant Racism Colorblindness. 
Therefore, an increase in the latent variables White Guilt and White Shame would be predictive 
of lower Colorblindness. White Guilt was theorized to have a stronger negative relationship with 
Colorblindness in comparison to White Shame.  
Additionally, White Guilt was theorized to have a positive relationship with costs of 
racism associated with guilt and empathy, and a negative relationship with fear. In contrast, 
White Shame was theorized to have a positive relationship with costs of racism associated with 
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guilt, empathy, and fear. White Guilt was also theorized to more strongly predict empathy as a 
cost of racism when compared to White Shame.  
The indicators of Colorblindness were proposed to be positively correlated with one 
another, while the indicators of Guilt and Empathy were proposed to be positively correlated 
with one another and negatively correlated with Fear. Lastly, Institutional Discrimination 
Colorblindness and Fear as a cost of racism were theorized to be positively correlated given 
previous research findings in this area. 
The hypotheses for the current study are as follows: 
Hypothesis I: White Guilt will be positively predictive of higher White guilt proneness, 
collective guilt, and internal motivation to respond without prejudice.  
Hypothesis II: White Shame will be positively predictive of higher White shame proneness and 
external motivation to respond without prejudice.  
Hypothesis III: White Guilt will be negatively predictive of all dimensions of Colorblindness 
(i.e., racial privilege awareness, institutional discrimination, and blatant racism).  
Hypothesis IV:  White Shame will be negatively predictive of all dimensions of Colorblindness 
(i.e., racial privilege awareness, institutional discrimination, and blatant racism).  
Hypothesis V:  White Guilt will be positively predictive of Guilt and Empathy, and negatively 
predictive of Fear as costs of racism for Whites.  
Hypothesis VI:  White Shame will be positively predictive of Guilt, Empathy, and Fear as costs 





Data Collection  
Study approval was obtained from the Teachers College, Columbia University 
Institutional Review Board (IRB). Following approval, participants were recruited through email, 
academic and professional listservs, and social media postings. Recruitment materials contained 
a link to the online survey hosted through Qualtrics.com, a brief description of the study, 
inclusion criteria for participants, and a request to share the study with those who met inclusion 
criteria. To maximize recruitment of participants who would exhibit White Guilt or White Shame, 
participants were recruited from organizations with a primary or secondary focus on race, racism, 
and social justice around racial disparities. These included Facebook groups targeting counter-
protests against the “unite the right” rally, Black Lives Matters, and the Women’s March, as well 
as professional associations including Division 17 & 45 and that Graduate Student Group of the 
American Psychological Association. The email/marketing material (Appendix A) included a 
link the online survey which brought participants to the informed consent and participant’s rights 
pages (Appendix B & C). Participants were brought to the survey once they selected “I agree” on 
the informed consent page, and prompted to complete a demographic questionnaire (Appendix 
D). Upon completion of all the study items, participants were directed to an external website 
where they could enter their email to be entered into a raffle to win an Apple iPad 
(approximately $250 values). Lastly, participants were directed to a debriefing page (Appendix E) 
which included resources for additional support, contact information for the principal 
investigator, and a message of appreciation from the principal investigator for their participation.  
Selection and Exclusion Criteria 
 59 
Based on the current study foci, the following selection criteria were used: 1) Self- 
identification as racially White, 2) 18 years of age or older, and 3) Born in U.S. Individuals who 
did not self-identify as White, were under the age of 18, or who were born outside of the U.S. 
were excluded from the study.  
Soper’s (2017) online power calculator is designed to estimate the minimum sample size 
required to reach one’s desire level of power, given the complexity of the structural models (i.e., 
number of observed and latent variables) and anticipated effect size. Given the desired power 
of .80, twelve observed variables and 2 latent variables (see Figure 1), and anticipated medium 
effect size (.30), a minimum sample size of 200 was recommended to detect a medium effect. In 
addition, Weston and Gore (2006) recommend 10-20 participants for each parameter being 
estimated in the model. For the proposed model (Figure 1), 40 parameters were being estimated 
across the structural equation models, therefore according to Weston and Gore (2006), a sample 
size of 400 – 800.  
Participants 
A total of 983 participants logged onto the survey. Of these 983 participants, thirteen did 
not agree to the informed consent. Of the 967 participants, sixty-two participants did not identify 
as White and were excluded based on the inclusion criteria that all participants racially identify 
as White. Of the remaining 905 participants, twenty-one were born outside of the US and were 
excluded based on the inclusion criteria requiring all participants to be US born. Of the 
remaining 884, three did not complete the survey in its entirety and were removed, resulting in a 
total 881 participants. This resulted in a response rate of approximately 83%. 
Study participants included 881 self-identified White Americans. Their ages ranged from 
18 to 85 years with a mean age of 48.03 (SD=16.27). They were mostly female (79.1%, n = 697) 
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with 20.9% identifying as male (n =184). Most of the sample identified as heterosexual (92.6%, 
n =815), with some identifying as bisexual (3.9%, n = 34), gay or lesbian (2.8%, n = 25), and a 
small proportion identifying as “other” (.7%, n=6).  
Ninety-two participants identified as lower class (10.4%), 189 as working class (21.5%), 
140 as lower middle class (15.9%), 349 as middle class (39.6%), 99 as upper middle class 
(11.2%), and 12 as upper class (1.4%). Highest level of education in the study sample were as 
follows: nursery school to 8th grade (N = 7, .8%), some high school, no diploma (N = 66; 7.5%), 
high school graduate, diploma or equivalent (e.g., GED; N=192, 21.8%), some college (N = 253; 
28.7%), associate’s degree (N = 96, 10.9%), bachelor’s degree (N = 138; 15.7%), some graduate 
school (N=25, 2.8%) master’s degree (N = 76; 8.6%), academic doctorate degree (e.g., PhD; 
N=14, 1.6%), medical degree (e.g., MD; N=5, .6%), and professional degree (N = 9; 1.0%), and 
doctoral degree (N = 22; 4.4%). Lastly, the majority of the sample was Christian (N=231, 26.3%). 
Further demographics details can be found in Table 1.  
Instruments 
Demographic Questionnaire (Appendix D): An original demographic form was created to 
determine participants’ self-reported age in years, racial group affiliation, gender, sexual identity, 
social class, religious affiliation, and level of education.  
 
Tests of White Guilt and Shame (TOWGAS) (Appendix F):  
The TOWGAS (Grzanka, 2010) is a scenario-based self-report questionnaire measuring 
proneness to guilt, shame, and (affect) negation. The measure contains 8-scenerios with a focus 
on racism/racial discrimination, with each scenario accompanied by several response options that 
correspond to either guilt, shame, or affect negation. The third factor, Negation, taps into a 
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cognitive, rather than affect, process of denial/minimization and was therefore not included in 
part of the analysis. Participants are instructed to rate each response item from 1 (not likely) to 5 
(very likely) with the average of all response items for each factor indicating participants’ level 
of proneness to that particular affect. For example, one scenario states: “you read a Civil War 
novel about American slavery that describes violent abuse of Black slaves by White slave 
owners.” Participants then rate response items like: (a) you would feel depressed and sad about 
the history of racism in the United States; (b) you would think: “I wish there was something I 
could do to make up for all the harm slavery caused Black people.”; (c) you would think: 
“Slavery was awful, but people need to get over it and move on.”; or (d) you would wonder why 
slavery is still discussed because it happened so long ago. For the purposes of this study we will 
not use Negation as it reflects cognitive rather than affect proneness, and will be referring to the 
White Guilt and White Shame subscales as: White Guilt Proneness and White Shame Proneness, 
respectively. 
Reliability and Validity Estimates:   
Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis with a sample of 2,200 White college 
students helped establish the psychometric properties of the scale and confirmation of the three-
factor structure (Grzanka, 2010). Initial scale development alpha coefficients were as follows: 
White Guilt (.86), White Shame (.80) and Negation (.82). Convergent validity was established 
with measures for general guilt and shame including the TOSCA (Tangney et al., 2000), and 
Collective Self Esteem Scale (CSES), whereby those with higher levels of race centrality were 
less prone to White Shame; however, discriminant validity has yet to be report. Temporal 
stability (two weeks) was found by Grzanka and Estrada (2011), and has been calculated 
from .87 to .90 (Grzanka & Estrada, 2011). Alpha coefficients for the scales have ranged 
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from .80 to .86 (Grzanka, 2010; Grzanka & Estrada, 2011; Estrada & Matthews, 2016). The 
current study’s reliability coefficients were as follows: .83 (White Guilt) and .71 (White Shame). 
 
Color Blind Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS) (Appendix G):  
The CoBRAS (Neville et al., 2000) is a 20-item measure of contemporary racial attitudes. 
The scale measures participants’ lack of awareness or denial of racism in the United States. Items 
are assessed on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly disagree). The 
total scale is composed of three subscales: White Racial Privilege (7 items, Sample Item: 
“Everyone who works hard, no matter what race they are, has an equal chance to become rich”), 
Unawareness of Institutional Racism (7 items, Sample Item: “Social policies, such as affirmative 
action, discriminate unfairly against White people”). Blatant Racial Issues (6 items, Sample Item: 
“Racial problems in the U.S. are rare, isolated situations”). Scores can be calculated by subscale 
or by total score, whereby a higher total score means higher levels of unawareness or denial of 
racism.  
Reliability and Validity Estimates:  
In their validation study, Neville et al. (2000) reported concurrent validity between 
measures of Global Belief in a Just World Scale (Lipkus, 1991), Multidimensional Belief in a 
Just World scale (Funham & Procter, 1988), the Quick Discrimination Index, (Ponterotto et al., 
1995), and discriminant validity with a measure social desirability (Reynolds, 1982). Studies 
using the CoBRAS have reported cronbach alphas ranging from .71-.83 (racial privilege), .73-.76 
(institutional discrimination), and .70-76 (blatant racial issues) (e.g., Neville et al., 2000; 
Spanierman & Heppner, 2004; Gushue & Constantine, 2008; Gushue, Walker, & Brewster, 
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2017). The current study’s reliability coefficients were as follows: Racial Privilege (.85), 
Institutional Discrimination (.82), and Blatant Racism (.7).  
 
Internal and External Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice Scales (IMS & EMS) 
(Appendix H):  
The IMS and EMS scales (IMS/ EMS; Plant & Devine, 1998) were designed to assess 
internal and external motivation to respond without prejudice. The IMS/EMS is a 10-item Likert 
scale on which participants rate each item ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly 
agree). Five items are used to assess external motivation to avoid prejudice (e.g., “If I acted 
prejudiced toward Black people, I would be concerned that others would be angry with me”). 
Five items are used to assess internal motivation to avoid prejudice (e.g., “I am personally 
motivated by my beliefs to be nonprejudiced towards Black people”). In validation studies (Plant 
& Devine, 1998), the IMS and EMS were shown to be only moderately and negatively correlated, 
offering support for the model comprising two distinct sources of motivation.  
Reliability and Validity Estimates:  
Plant and Devine (1998) reported good discriminant and convergent validity with 
measures of racial prejudice, social evaluation, self-presentation. Research studies involving the 
IMS and EMS have found them to be related to dimensions of interracial anxiety, negative 
outcome expectations, and desire to avoid interracial interactions (Plant, 2004), negatively 
related to all dimensions of colorblindness (IMS), and positively related to institutional 
dimensions of colorblindness (EMS) (Gushue, Walker, & Brewster, 2017). Studies involving the 
IMS and EMS have reported Cronbach alphas ranging from .81 to .85 (Plant & Devine, 1998; 
Plant, 2004; Gushue et al., 2017). The current study’s reliability coefficients were as follows: .83 
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(IMS) and .84 (EMS).  
 
Collective (White) Guilt Scale (Appendix I):  
The Collective (White) Guilt scale consists of five items developed for Swim and 
Miller’s (1999) study of racial guilt and its consequences for affirmative action. Each of the 
items uses the term “guilt” and are phrased so that responses should reflect the participant’s self-
perception of his/her experience (or lack thereof) of White guilt in relation to group based 
actions of racism. Respondents indicate their endorsement of each of the five items on a 5-point 
Likert-type scale where 1 is strong disagree and 5 is strongly agree. Scores are summed with 
higher scores indicating higher levels of White guilt.  
Reliability and Validity Estimates:   
Swim and Miller reported strong internal consistencies with a (cronbach’s alpha = .86), 
and this was supported by our current study (.87). 
 
Psychosocial Costs of Racism for Whites (Appendix J):  
The Psychosocial Costs of Racism for Whites (PCRW) scale was developed by 
Spanierman and Heppner (2004) to assess the psychological and social costs experienced by 
Whites as a result of racism. The 16-item measure uses a 6-point likert score from 1 (Strongly 
Disagree) to 6 (Strongly Agree), and is comprised of 3 subscales: 1) White Empathic Reactions 
Towards Racism (6 items: i.e., “I become sad when I think about racial injustice.”); 2) White 
Guilt (5 items: i.e.,  “I am afraid that I abuse my power and privilege as a White person.”); and 3) 
White Fear of People of Other Races (5 items: i.e., “I often find myself fearful of people of other 
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races.”). Higher scores on each subscale are theorized to represent increased experiences of the 
specified costs (i.e. Empathy, Fear, Guilt).  
Reliability and Validity Estimates:   
Spanierman and colleagues have reported internal consistencies of the subscales: .70-.80 
for White Empathy, .73-.81 for White Guilt; and .63-.78 for White Fear. Spanierman and Poteat 
(2008) reported temporal stability over a 2-week period with White Guilt (.69), White Empathy 
(.84) and White Fear (.95). The current study’s reliability coefficients were as 
follows: White Guilt (.75), White Empathy (.87), White Fear (.69). 
Data Analysis Plan 
The purpose of this study was to test a proposed theory of White Guilt and White Shame, 
and examine their relationship with Colorblindness and emotional costs of racism including Fear 
and Empathy as indicators of potential current (and future) racism. Unlike researchers who have 
studied these constructs simultaneously and often conflate guilt with shame or subsume shame 
within assessment of guilt, this theory proposed a different structure.  Within this study, White 
Guilt was defined as the process by which Whites’ feel responsible to make amends for actions 
as both an individual and part of a larger racial group that have resulted in the facilitation of 
racism and were in conflict with personally meaningful internal representation of themselves as a 
racial being. White Shame, by contrast, was defined as the process by which Whites’ internalize 
messages around Whites role in the history of slavery and maintaining racism to create an 
internal representation of themselves as “bad”, which conflicts with other personally meaningful 
internal representations, as well as indoctrination in whiteness as the sociocultural racial norm.  
Rather than examining White Guilt and White Shame using the same measures, a 
structural model was put forth that positions White Guilt as an unobserved latent variable 
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predicted by three measured variables: White Guilt proneness, Collective (group-based) Guilt, 
and Internal Motivation to Respond without Prejudice. White Shame, in comparison, was 
proposed as a separate unobserved latent variable predicted by two measured variables: White 
Shame proneness, and External Motivation to Respond without Prejudice. These latent variables 
were theorized to be separate, but related, and have different relationships with outcome 
variables of Colorblindness as indicated by Racial Privilege, Institutional Discrimination, and 
Blatant Racism forms of Colorblindness, and emotional costs of racism as indicated by Empathy, 
Fear, and Guilt. The outcome variables of Colorblindness and emotional costs of racism were 
theorized to be related, given that they capture similar phenomena, and Institutional 
Discrimination form of colorblindness and Fear as a cost of racism, were theorized to be related 
given previous research findings as reviewed in the previous chapter which highlight shared 
focus on fear of people of color and lack of interracial engagement/interest across these outcome 
indicators.  
The relationship between White Guilt and White Shame, with Colorblindness: Racial 
Privilege, Institutional Discrimination, and Blatant Racism, were theorized to be negative (as 
indicated by the “-” symbol on the lines between these variables in Figure 1). Lastly, the 
relationship between White Guilt and Fear as a cost of racism was theorized to be negative (as 
indicated by the “-” symbol on the lines between these variables in Figure 1). Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM) was used to test these relationships and examine whether the model of White 
Guilt and White Shame aligns with the proposed structure (as shown in Figure 1).  
Structural Equation Modeling 
Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a multivariate data analytic strategy that allows 
researchers to test theoretical relationships between hypothesized latent constructs and the 
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directionality of significant relationships amongst linked constructs (Schreiber, Amaury, Stage, 
Barlow, & King, 2006). SEM takes a confirmatory approach to data analysis where patterns of 
relations among variables are specified a priori based on theoretical expectations, and combines 
elements of both factor analysis and regression/path analysis (Byrne, 2013). 
To measure how well the theoretical model being tested actually matches the data at hand, 
goodness-of-fit statistics are examined. In the present study, model fit was determined by five 
goodness-of-fit indices: the chi-square test, comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index 
(TLI), standard root mean square residual (SRMR) and root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA). 
When testing complex models in SEM, as noted by Kline (2016), reporting multiple fit 
estimates is necessary given that different statistics reflect different dimensions of model fit. It is 
suggested that at least three out of the five fit indices meet criteria for the model to demonstrate a 
good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The Chi-Square test statistic (2) assess whether the actual and 
predicted matrices differ, with models demonstrating a “good fit” yielding an insignificant result 
(Barrett, 2007; Hoe, 2008). Chi-square is highly sensitive to large sample size and multivariate 
normality, and as such has substantial limitations as an estimate of absolute fit. Similar to the 
Chi-Square statistic, the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) tests the extent to 
which relationships between variables predicted by the model differ from those that emerged in 
the observed data. Although acceptable values of the RMSEA range from .05 to .10, it is 
recommended that a good fitting model have a value below .06, or not exceed .07 (Steiger, 2007). 
The Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) is another absolute fit index and its value 
should be .08 or lower to demonstrate a reasonable fit, and less than .05 to indicate a good fitting 
model (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The comparative and incremental fit indices Tucker-Lewis Index 
 68 
(TLI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), assess fit relative to a baseline model (Hooper et al., 2008). 
The CFI statistic values range from 0.0 and 1.0, with values closer to 1.0 indicating a good 
model fit. Although there is some debate over the recommended cut-off values for the CFI, 
values between .90 and .95 are generally accepted as reflecting adequate to good model fit 
(Hooper et al., 2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999). The Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) values between .90 
and .95 are generally accepted as reflecting good model fit (Hooper et al., 2008).  
MPLUS, Version 8.0 was used to test the structural mode (Figure 1) which included the 
aforementioned indicators of the latent variables of White Guilt and White Shame; predictor 
variables of White Guilt proneness, White Shame proneness, Collective (group-based) Guilt, 
Internal Motivation to Respond without Prejudice, and External Motivation to Respond Without 
Prejudice; and outcome indicator variables of Racial Privilege, Institutional Discrimination, and 
Blatant Racism Colorblindness, and Fear, Empathy, and Guilt as emotional costs of racism for 
White. The selection of estimation method should be guided by issues of non-normality (e.g., 
Robust Maximum Likelihood) as well as structure of the data such as continuous vs. 
categorical/ordinal data (e.g., Weighted Least Squares) (Muthén & Muthén, 2004; Kline, 2016).    
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Chapter IV  
RESULTS 
Preliminary Data Analyses  
Analysis began by examining for missing data, outliers, and assumptions of univariate 
and multivariate normality. Due to the forced choice response format of the survey, missingness 
was not found for those who completed the survey in its entirety and no missing values 
replacement procedures were undertaken. Given that multivariate normality is an assumption of 
SEM, the data was assessed for both univariate and multivariate outliers. This involved assessing 
whether univariate distributions are normal, linear combinations of the variables are normal, and 
bivariate scatterplots are linear and homoscedastic (Kline, 2016). Follow up analysis of the 
normality statistics, specifically, skewness and kurtosis and their associated critical ratios, 
indicated that some of the variables of study were not normally distributed (see Table 8). 
Additional assessment of multivariate normality was conducted using DeCarlo’s (1997) macro 
which found further evidence of kurtosis (i.e., Mardia’s test). As a result, the Robust Maximum 
Likelihood estimation method was selected for SEM in order to account for non-normality within 
the study variables (Muthén & Muthén, 2004; Kline, 2016).  
The descriptive statistics for the overall sample are presented in Table 2, which shows the 
means, standard deviations, range, and alphas of the White Guilt Proneness scale, White Shame 
Proneness scale, Collective Guilt scale, Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice, 
External Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice, Colorblindness: Racial Privilege, 
Institutional Racism, and Blatant Racism scales, and Psychosocial Costs of Racism for Whites: 
Guilt, Empathy, and Fear scales.  
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A Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was also conducted to determine 
whether statistically significant differences in model variables were present among demographic 
groups (age, gender, education level, social class, sexual identity, religion) within the sample. 
Gender, educational level, social class, sexual identity were entered as independent variables and 
the study scales (e.g., White Guilt Proneness scale, White Shame Proneness scale, Collective 
Guilt scale, Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice, External Motivation to Respond 
Without Prejudice, Colorblindness: Racial Privilege, Institutional Racism, and Blatant Racism 
scales, and Psychosocial Costs of Racism for Whites: Guilt, Empathy, and Fear scales) were 
entered as the dependent variables.  
Prior to conducting the MANOVA some of the levels of the demographic variables were 
collapsed due to small sample sizes. There were only six participants who identified as “other” 
for sexual identity (e.g., asexual, pansexual, queer). To reduce the risk of finding significant 
results for sexual identity based on disproportional low numbers of on “other” sexual identity, 
these six individuals were removed from the sample for this analysis. Additionally, there were 
only twelve individuals who identified as upper class. As a result, these individuals were added 
to the ninety-three participants who identified as upper middle class. Furthermore, there were 
only seven individuals who identified as having some elementary school education (i.e., nursery 
school to 8th grade) as their highest level of education, and were added to the high school (i.e., 
some high school, no diploma) to create a group reflective of “less than high school education.” 
Similarly, there were only nineteen participants combined who received a type of doctorate 
degree (e.g., PhD, MD, JD, DVM), and as a result were collapsed into one group reflective of 
“doctoral degree.” Lastly, those who identified as “other” for their religious preference 
comprised of various religious affiliations, with no group comprising more than five participants. 
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As a result, those religious groups with five or less (e.g., Methodist, Lutheran, Spiritual, 
Agnostic, Wiccan) were collapsed into one group. A Bonferroni correction was employed to 
protect against Type I error, reducing the significance level to .001.  
Results of the MANOVA indicated that participant’s scores on study variables did not 
significantly differ by group membership across sexual identity, socioeconomic status, or 
religion (F(22, 1688) = .954, p = .10, partial η2=.023; F(44, 3384) = .945, p = .309, 
partial η2=.017; F(55, 3905) = .957, p = .02, partial η2=.033). The results found that participants’ 
scores on the study variables did significantly differ by gender (F(11, 843) = .944, p = .000, 
partial η2 =.054) and education (F(66, 4516) = .805, p = .000, partial η2=.035). In order to 
determine the impact of these significant findings, the associated partial eta squared partial η2 
values were examined using Cohen’s (1988) recommendation of: 0.01 (small effect), 0.06 
(medium effect) and 0.14 (large effect). Given that the effect for group differences by gender, 
education, and religion, were small in effect size and only accounted for 3.5-5.4% of the group-
differences in participant’s scores on study variables, it was determined that the study would 
move forward with all demographic variables included in the analysis. Additionally, given the 
sensitivity of MANOVA to sample size and normality (Fields, 2016), a modeling technique (e.g., 
robust maximum likelihood estimator) sensitive to issues of non-normality and group difference 
was employed (Muthén & Muthén, 2004). Full MANOVA results can be found in Table 3.  
 Multicollinearity can also cause problems with SEM, essentially indicating that some 
variables, if too highly correlated, are redundant (Weston & Gore, 2006). Kline (2016) 
recommends that bivariate correlations higher than .85 can be possibly problematic. Interscale 
correlations between all model variables (e.g. White Guilt Proneness scale, White Shame 
Proneness scale, Collective Guilt scale, Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice, 
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External Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice, Colorblindness: Racial Privilege, 
Institutional Racism, and Blatant Racism scales, and Psychosocial Costs of Racism for Whites: 
Guilt, Empathy, and Fear scales) demonstrated no evidence of significant multicollinearity issues 
(see Table 10). A follow up analysis examining the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) test statistic 
which measures the impact of collinearity among variables of interest within a regression model, 
found that all values were well within the acceptable range (i.e., 1.2-3.1), and below the 
threshold for significant evidence of multicollinearity (VIF < 5.0, 10.0).  
Original Structural Equation Modeling Results 
The results will be organized in the following manner 1) Original measurement model 
results (relationship of indicators to latent variables), 2) Re-specified Measurement model, 3) 
Structural Model Results, and 4) a summary of findings as they relate to the original theoretical 
and empirical hypotheses. The structural model (Figure 2) was testing using MPLUS, Version 
8.0 which included the aforementioned indicators of the latent variables: White Guilt proneness, 
White Shame proneness, Collective Guilt, Internal motivation to respond without prejudice, and 
External motivation to respond without prejudice. Due to the slight non-normality of the 
indicator variables, the Robust Maximum Likelihood estimation method was utilized due to its 
robustness in the face of non-normal data (Muthén & Muthén, 2004). The design of the structural 
equation model was developed in consultation with Mplus (B. Muthén, private communication, 
2017) and review of guidelines offered by Kline (2005, 2016) and Kelloway (2014), resulting in 
the use of (sub)scale scores as observed indicators for the (unobserved) latent variables and 
outcomes of interest. 
The structural equation model was tested and results indicated that the hypothesized 
model could not be established. With respect to the goodness-of-fit indices for the proposed 
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indicators of each latent variable, White Guilt and White Shame, the results of the confirmatory 
factor analysis indicated that the SEM model does not fit the data well. Specifically, the model 
chi-square statistic was statistically significant 2 (df = 4, N =881) = 117.517, p < .00, indicating 
that this model does not reproduce the observed covariances well. In addition, the Root Mean 
Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was .179 (CI = .152 – .208), Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 
was .885, the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) was .713, and SRMR (.061) were outside of the 
recommended ranges. The Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) was examined, as lower scores 
are indicative of a good fitting model. The current model has an AIC of 29080.984. Given the 
overall poor fit of the model, re-specification of the model was pursued to determine if improved 
fit could be obtained through modification of the model according to theory and MPLUS 
modification indices.  
Re-Specification of the Model 
Examination of the modification indices suggested several modifications that would 
significantly decrease the 2 value. These modifications were assessed for statistical and 
theoretical soundness, and it was determined that indicators Collective Guilt and Internal 
Motivation to Respond without Prejudice would be allowed to load on latent White Shame. In 
addition, the indicators of White Guilt Proneness and White Shame Proneness would be allowed 
to be correlated with one another. For details regarding these modifications, please see Table 5 
and Appendix K. 
Comparing the Original and Re-Specified Structural Models 
With respect to goodness-of-fit indices for the overall re-specified model (see Figure 3): 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis results indicated that the model fits the data very well. Specifically, 
the model fit indices were: 2 (N = 881; df = 2) = 7.193, p = .07, Root Mean Error of 
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Approximation (RMSEA) = .040, (CI = .000 – .079), (CFI) = .996, Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 
= .986, and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) = .016. Given that all six fit 
indices were within recommended ranges, the model was deemed an acceptable fit. As seen in 
Table 6, the maximum likelihood estimates of the factor loadings (i.e., the unstandardized factor 
loadings) are statistically significant, and the majority of the standardized factor loadings are 
above the commonly used standards .30 or .40 (Kline, 2005). These findings indicate that the 
observed indicators are related to the latent variables they are presumed to measure. Based on 
these results, the revised measurement model was deemed to accurately reflect the latent 
variables in the study. To ensure that the re-specified model is a better fitting model than the 
original measurement model, the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) predictive fit indices were 
compared, with lower scores indicated better fit. The AIC for the original measurement model 
was 29080.984, while the AIC for the re-specified model was 28972.936. Therefore, given the 
improvement of the CFI, TLI, RMSEA, SRMR, and lower AIC, it is concluded that the re-
specified model fits the data better than the original measurement model, and that the data 
analysis could move forward to test the hypothesized structural equation model.   
Final Structural Equational Model Results 
The full structural equation model examined the relationship between the latent variables, 
White Guilt and White Shame, and the indicators: Racial Privilege Colorblindness, Institutional 
Discrimination Colorblindness, Blatant Racism Colorblindness, Guilt, Empathy, and Fear as 
emotional costs of racism for Whites. The direct effects in the path diagram (i.e., the “path 
coefficients”), are presented in Figure 3 and maximum likelihood estimates for the model are 
included in Table 7, as well as comparison of the model fit indices in Table 8. The fit indices for 
the structural model were as follows: 2 (N = 881; df = 27) = 209.556, p = .00, Root Mean Error 
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of Approximation (RMSEA) = .088, (CI = .077 – .099), (CFI) = .949, Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 
= .902, and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) = .050. Given that four of the six 
indices were within recommended ranges, the model was deemed a moderate fit. Overall the 
results support the proposed structural equation model hypotheses.  
Analysis of the standardized parameter estimates and path coefficients amongst the study 
variables provide support for the White Guilt and White Shame model put forth. Specifically, 
White Guilt was positively predictive of higher White guilt proneness (β = .821, p < .00), 
collective guilt (β = .282, p < .00), and internal motivation (β = 1.30, p < .00).  White Shame was 
positively predictive of higher White shame proneness (β = .557, p < .00), and external 
motivation to respond without prejudice (β = .232, p < .00). Given the modifications to the 
original measurement model as outlined above, White Shame was also negatively predictive of 
internal motivation to respond without (β = -.953, p < .00), and positively predictive of collective 
guilt (β = .646, p < .00).  
White Guilt was also negatively predictive of all dimensions of Colorblindness; 
specifically, racial privilege colorblindness (β = -.250, p < .00), institutional discrimination 
colorblindness (β = -.289, p < .00), and blatant racism colorblindness (β = -1.07, p < .00). That is, 
those that experience White Guilt have greater awareness of racism and forms of discrimination. 
White Shame was negatively predictive of racial privilege (β = -.431, p < .00), and institutional 
discrimination colorblindness (β = -.301, p < .00), and positively predictive of blatant racism 
colorblindness (β = .573, p < .00).   
White Guilt was positively predictive of PCRW Guilt (β = .551, p < .00) and Empathy (β 
= .578, p < .001), and negatively predictive of Fear (β = -.204, p < .00). White Shame was 
positively predictive of Guilt (β = .815, p < .00), and Empathy (β = .181, p < .00), however, 
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while in the theorized direction, was not significantly predictive of Fear (β = .026, p =.50). 
Discussion of factors that may have contributed to poor model fit will be explored in Chapter V. 
The relationship between the dimensions of Colorblindness and PCRW were also 
examined in the full structural model. Racial privilege colorblindness was positively associated 
with institutional discrimination colorblindness (β = .241, p < .00), and blatant racism 
colorblindness (β = .381, p < .00). Institutional discrimination colorblindness was positively 
associated with blatant racism colorblindness (β = .376, p < .00) as well as PCRW Fear (β = .319, 
p < .00). While PCRW Fear was negatively associated with Empathy (β = -.206, p < .00), it was 
found to be positively associated Guilt (β = .094, p < .01), contrary to the theorized nature of this 
relationship. Lastly, PCRW Guilt and Empathy were positively associated; however, the 
relationship was not significant (β = .065, p < .05). 
Summary 
The structural equation model was deemed an acceptable (moderate) fit, providing 
support for the White Guilt and White Shame model theorized to be associated with reduced 
colorblindness, reduced fear of people of color, and increased racial empathy. The following 
section offers a review of the study hypotheses and their support by the data.  
Hypothesis I (Supported): White Guilt will be positively predictive of higher White guilt 
proneness, collective guilt, and internal motivation to respond without prejudice.  
Hypothesis II (Moderately Supported): White Shame will be positively predictive of higher 
White shame proneness and external motivation to respond without prejudice.  
Hypothesis III (Supported): White Guilt will be negatively predictive of all dimensions of 
Colorblindness (i.e., racial privilege awareness, institutional discrimination, and blatant racism).  
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Hypothesis IV (Moderately Supported): White Shame will be negatively predictive of all 
dimensions of Colorblindness (i.e., racial privilege awareness, institutional discrimination, and 
blatant racism).  
Hypothesis V (Supported): White Guilt will be positively predictive of Guilt and Empathy, and 
negatively predictive of Fear as costs of racism for Whites.  
Hypothesis VI (Moderately Supported): White Shame will be positively predictive of Guilt, 




Chapter V  
DISCUSSION 
At the time this study was conceptualized, there had been an increase in attention and 
criticism of deaths of unarmed Black men following altercations with the police. Social 
movements such as “Black Lives Matters” followed, and brought heightened awareness to the 
systemic forms of racism that continue to permeate social, educational, political, and economic 
systems. A unique event also occurred during the execution of this study, the 2016 presidential 
election in which the incumbent’s platform of “make America great again” reignited nationalistic 
pride and focus on traditional social values/norms – grounded in Whiteness.  
While many within White society believe that racism is “no longer an issue” given 
legislative action that prohibits overt forms of racism and social reforms established during the 
civil rights movement, current data suggests otherwise. There has been a marked increase in 
incidents of racial discrimination reported between presidential campaigning to present, upwards 
of 3 times as many in comparison to previous years (Southern Poverty Law Center, 2017). The 
racist rhetoric used by the incumbent, selection of an advisor/chief strategist who previously 
oversaw a publication with White supremacy leanings, and passive support of the “Unite the 
Right” march which promoted White nationalism, lends credence to the argument that racism is 
alive and well, and still an issue within our society. 
In trying to understand what promotes White racism, scholars have emphasized the 
important role of White slave ownership in creating social norms that privilege Whites (over all 
other racial groups) and values associated with Whiteness. As a result, Whites are socialized to 
hold thoughts and feelings about themselves as racial beings, as well as how they view other 
racial groups, which are often unnamed, outside conscious awareness, and enacted in ways that 
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convey dominance and promote racism (Frankenberg, 1993; McIntosh, 1988). Given that Whites 
benefit from and have the power to perpetrate racism at institutional, personally-mediated, and 
internal levels (Jones, 2002; Sue, 2003), focus has shifted from the etiology of racism to 
examining the psyche of Whites so that the processes which drive White racism may be 
explicated and ultimately dismantled (Hunt & Browser, 1981, 1996). 
Frankenberg (1993, 2000) helped to spearhead this shift through her seminal research on 
the “well-meaning individual” who previously viewed themselves as innocent from perpetuating 
racism. She found that Whites’ framed their racial group membership and expression of their 
Whiteness in the following ways: 1) racial difference as evidence of inequalities from a 
biological standpoint, (2) color-blindness/power-evasion as illustrated by the desire to view all 
races as the same and attribute disadvantages to victims of racism, and (3) race cognizance 
through authentic examination of Whites’ racial socialization, associated privileges, and racist 
thoughts, feelings (e.g., fear, frustration, helplessness, guilt, pride, shame), and beliefs. While 
Frankenberg theorized that the emotional forces helped to create distinction amongst Whites 
framing of their racial group membership, how this occurred remained unclear.  
Research on White racial identity development (Helms & Carter, 1990; Helms, 1984, 
1990, 1995) addressed this question by exploring why some people develop an anti-racist 
identity, while others do not. They found that Whites in response to dissonance creating events 
will engage in a process of (re)examination of their White racial self-concept that evoke thoughts, 
feelings, and beliefs that move them towards (i.e., Contact, Disintegration, Re-Integration 
statuses), or away from racism (i.e., Pseudo-Independence, Immersion/Emersion, Autonomy). As 
one moves from more immature to mature racial identity, they are confronted with the harmful 
reality of White privilege, recognition of personal (and systemic) racism, and tasked with 
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transforming feelings of distress (e.g., guilt, shame, fear, anger) into meaningful awareness and 
(ideally) action. Those that employ “just world” and “race-neutral” cognitive processes in 
response to feelings of distress (e.g., guilt, shame, fear, anger); however, are more likely to 
remain stagnant in their potential for future anti-racist action. 
Given this, scholars such as Neville et al. (2000) examined how the cognitive process of 
colorblindness impairs Whites’ privilege awareness and ability to see and respond to racism. 
Through development of a colorblind racial ideology and associated measure (i.e., CoBRAS: 
Racial Privilege, Institutional Discrimination, Blatant Racism scales), they found that holding a 
race-neutral position (e.g., “race doesn’t matter”, “I don’t see color”) does not promote equality. 
In fact, the ability to choose when and how to pay attention to racism is a function of White 
privilege and concomitant systems of racism. As a result, a race-neutral, colorblind stance 
promotes racial prejudice and acts of discrimination, rather than discourages it – if you don’t see 
race, you won’t see your actions as racist. Why then are some Whites more apt to use 
colorblindness as a cognitive coping strategy and others are not? One such answer is the role of 
guilt and shame. For some, colorblindness seemingly removes any taint or suggestion of white 
privilege and guilt and shame associated with said privilege. It allows Whites to justify and 
explain away racial inequalities, and creates cognitive and emotional distance from feelings of 
distress that would arise if forced to acknowledge their complicity in social, political, and 
economic systems of racism.  
The motivational processes that underpin cognitive coping strategies such as 
colorblindness have been explored by researchers including Plant and Devine (1998) and their 
measure of Internal and External Motivation to respond without Prejudice (i.e., IMS & EMS). 
They posited that those that are internally motivated (i.e., IMS) are “self” oriented and have a 
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greater desire to act in accordance with one’s values, while those that are externally motivated 
(i.e., EMS) may also hold non-prejudice personal values but are more “other” oriented and as 
such, desire to hide prejudice in order to avoid disapproval. Over the course of several research 
studies, they found that Whites with high IMS/low EMS were more apt to approach interracial 
interactions in a positive manner (e.g., positive outcome expectation) (Plant, 2004; Plant & 
Devine, 2006), disinclined to use colorblindness (Gushue et al., 2017), have greater control over 
explicit and implicit racial bias (Devine et al., 2002), and endorse minimal racial anxiety (Plant, 
2004). This pattern differs for low IMS/high EMS Whites who were more apt to hold negative 
outcome expectations within interracial interactions (Plant, 2004), have less control over implicit 
racial bias (Devine et al., 2002), utilize avoidance behaviors to evade undesired outcomes (i.e., 
overt racial bias) (Plant & Devine, 2006), and endorse greater racial anxiety (Plant, 2004). They 
theorized that these differences were due to high IMS Whites experiencing negative affective 
states (i.e., “negself”), described as guilt, ashamed, disgust, and anger at self, when they violate 
personal values which influence motivational processes and in turn, propensity for anti-racist 
action. However, these findings have been mixed: in some studies, those with high IMS/low 
EMS endorse negative affect including guilt and shame when they violate personally meaningful 
values, and in others, those with low IMS/high EMS also experience guilt and shame even 
though their motivational process is more outward focused.  
While these research efforts highlighted the dynamic interplay of cognitive-behavioral 
forces in facilitating and maintaining racism, a central theme emerged: emotions of guilt and 
shame serve as key mechanisms for disrupting racism and promoting anti-racist action. As a 
result, scholars such as Swim and Miller (2000) and their White (collective) Guilt Scale, began 
to conceptualize White guilt as an emotional reaction in response to recognition of groups 
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members’ (historical) atrocities against people of color, subsequent feelings of remorse, and 
desire to make amends for said actions (i.e., group based culpability). Transforming collective 
guilt into personal guilt, Spanierman and Heppner (2004) developed a model and associated 
measure of psychosocial costs of racism for Whites (e.g., PCRW) that was theorized to capture 
the emotional costs of racism including Guilt (e.g., guilt and shame regarding being White as 
well as remorse about race-based advantages), Empathy (e.g., sadness and anger around 
existence of racism), and Fear (e.g., irrational fear and/or mistrust of racial minorities). 
Spanierman et al. (2006) recognized the importance of looking at different combinations of these 
emotional costs to capture the nuanced ways in which Whites differentially respond to racism, 
and subsequently developed a 5 cluster type model proposed to reflect the most ideal to least 
ideal anti-racism orientation: 1) Informed Empathy and Guilt (Antiracist; high Guilt-high 
Empathy-low Fear); 2) Empathic but Unaccountable (high Empathy-low Guilt-low Fear); 3) 
Fearful Guilt (high Guilt-high Fear-moderate Empathy); 4) Unempathic and Unaware (Oblivious; 
low Empathy-low Guilt- moderate Fear); and 5) Insensitive and Afraid (low Empathy-low Guilt-
high White Fear). They proposed that Whites’ negative feelings about unfair racial privilege and 
inequality facilitate anti-racist action, as demonstrated by the high levels of Guilt in the 
Antiracist type. However, empirical research in this area is mixed; finding that for some White 
Guilt is a motivator of anti-racist action (Spanierman & Heppner, 2004; Swim & Miller, 1999), 
while for others it may inhibit such actions, result in avoidance of racial discourse/cross-racial 
interactions, and White dominance orientation (Tatum, 1992; Abrams & Todd, 2011). One 
possible explanation for these diverging results is that the PCRW Guilt scale and collective guilt 
model capture shame and guilt simultaneously in both the item content and construct 
conceptualization.  
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Therefore, scholars have begun to examine whether another emotion, White Shame – 
White people’s negative self-evaluation regarding their racial privileges – may be at play and 
influence the intensity of psychological distress as well as greater avoidance responses. Currently 
little is known about White Shame as a form of racial affect. One way to potentially approach the 
difference between White Guilt and White Shame is through self-conscious emotion theory 
which posits that guilt and shame vary across action/behavior vs. self-evaluation/global-self 
indictment. That is, guilt involves a person feeling as though he or she did something wrong (i.e., 
I did something bad), whereas shame involves a person feeling as though there is something 
wrong with him or her (i.e., I am bad). As a result, shame often results in a greater urge to hide 
and withdraw from others, as they fear this wrongness being seen by others, while guilt results in 
the urge to repair and move closer to the target in order to alleviate distress (Brown, 2007; 
Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Lewis, 1971).  
The difference between guilt and shame, while seemingly simple, is very important when 
it comes to issues of race as one conceptualization moves Whites towards people of color, and 
the other away from them and/or other White group members. Thus, in order for a person to 
feeling guilty, they must have a racist behavior/action of focus that may be corrected/amended 
via reparations. Similarly, for someone to feel shame, they must view their actions as an 
indictment of their self-concept as a White person, feel ashamed regarding this aspect of their 
identity, and seek to hide it from others via avoidance/withdrawal. Measures of guilt and shame 
proneness include the widely-used Tests of Self-Conscious Affect (TOSCA, Tangney et al., 2000) 
scale which utilizes scenarios theorized to elicit these different types of self-conscious emotions. 
The TOSCA assess the different thoughts processes and behavioral coping responses of guilt and 
shame by employing Lewis’ (1971) behavior (guilt) vs. self (shame) distinction; however, critics 
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have stated that this type of conceptualization preferences guilt (e.g., prosocial, adaptive) over 
shame (e.g., maladaptive, antisocial), and is limited in its utility (Giner-Sorolla, Piazza & 
Espinosa, 2011). Additionally, some theorists have conjectured that guilt’s reparative action is 
time limited as it is oriented towards alleviating distress in the moment and therefore not ideal 
for sustainable change, and offered a distinction between shame that is morality oriented and 
value specific (e.g., more palatable and amenable to change/action) versus image management 
(e.g., greater avoidance/withdrawal) (Allpress et al., 2014; Rees et al., 2013).  
To date, only one adaption of the TOSCA scale, the Tests of White Guilt and Shame 
Scale (TOWGAS; Grzanka, 2010) has attempted to tap into race-based guilt and shame in 
response to racialized scenarios. It is important to delineate White Guilt and White Shame 
reactions to acknowledgement of unearned privileges, as most anti-racist theories emphasize the 
importance of both negative evaluation of racist behaviors (i.e., guilt) as well as negative 
evaluation of racist internal self-concepts (i.e., shame) to facilitate anti-racist action (McIntosh, 
1988; Sue, 2003). What is missing from current theories and measures such as the TOWGAS; 
however, is a conceptualization of White Guilt and White Shame that captures not only guilt and 
shame proneness, but also distress associated with group based culpability, and motivational 
forces that move people towards or away from people of color, as these have been found to 
interact in ways that either move Whites towards or away from anti-racist action. 
Given this, the purpose of the study was to extend our understanding of White racial 
affect through a proposed theoretical model of White Guilt and White Shame positioned within a 
larger context of Whiteness and White racism. As such, the study sought to identify the attitudes, 
beliefs, and behaviors that are related to White Guilt and White Shame, examine their 
interconnectedness, and test the relationship between these latent factors and measures of 
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colorblind racial attitudes/behaviors, fear of people of color, and reduced empathy for racial 
targets, which are theorized to promote racism.  
Review of Data Analysis 
The model of White Guilt and White Shame was tested using Structural Equation Modeling 
(SEM) in order to determine if constructs are theoretically linked in expected ways and the 
directionality of significant relationships. The study had two main hypotheses. The first stated 
that White guilt proneness (i.e., TOWGAS guilt scale), collective guilt (i.e., group-based 
culpability, Collective Guilt Scale), and internal motivation to respond without prejudice (i.e., 
IMS) would load onto one latent factor, White Guilt; while White shame proneness (i.e., 
TOWGAS shame scale), and external motivation to respond without prejudice (i.e., EMS) would 
load onto another latent factor, White Shame.  
The second main hypothesis was that if a theory of a two-factor model of White Guilt and 
White Shame could be established (e.g., measurement model; unobserved), each factor would be 
predictive of colorblindness (i.e., CoBRAS: Racial Privilege, Institutional Discrimination, 
Blatant Racism scales) and others forms of racial affect including empathy and fear as measured 
by the PCRW (e.g., structural model; observed). Therefore, the second aim was to test whether 
White Guilt and White Shame predicted reduced colorblindness. In addition, whether reduced 
fear of people of color and increased empathy for racial others could be predicted by White Guilt, 
and similarly if increased empathy for racial others and fear of people of color could be predicted 
by White Shame.  
Although most of the proposed hypotheses were supported, two important modifications 
were made to White Shame (see Appendix K) as part of the measurement model, and the final 
structural model was deemed an acceptable fit based on moderate strength fit indices. The results 
 86 
therefore provide sufficient evidence for the assertion that racial affect in the form of White Guilt 
and White Shame have a positive effect on reducing colorblindness and promoting racial 
empathy, rather than fear. The following sections outline the significant study findings and their 
resultant implications. 
White Guilt 
The model of White Guilt was proposed to encapsulate feelings of guilt – “I did 
something wrong” – in response to perceived personal and/or racial group wrong doings that 
reflect racist attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors, and motivation to act without racist intent due to 
internally held values and beliefs about themselves as a White person. Three indicators were 
theorized to reflect White Guilt: White Guilt proneness, Collective (group-based) Guilt, and 
Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice. Examination of the standardized beta weights 
indicated that all three were statistically significant indicators of White Guilt. This finding 
supports the assertion that White Guilt not only captures the self-conscious emotional response of 
guilt, but also the motivational process that prioritizes discrepancies between personal, 
internalized, values and actions, as motivators to respond without prejudice, and feelings of 
culpability for racial group members’ actions.  
It is not surprising that White guilt proneness was strongly associated with White Guilt, 
given that one’s proneness to view their actions as the source of “wrongness”, rather than their 
sense of self and overall identity, is the key distinction between guilt and shame. As scholars 
such as Tangney and Dearing (2002), Tracy and Robins (2006), and Cohen et al. (2011) have 
indicated, one’s dispositional proneness for guilt encompasses propensity for negative behavior 
evaluation, and focus on action – rather than inaction – as a coping mechanism. People who are 
experiencing guilt are driven to take reparative action in order to recalibrate their internalized 
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values with their external actions, as they view their actions as the source of discrepancy. If they 
could fix what they did, then the feelings of distress associated with guilt and the negative self-
evaluation process would stop.  
Those that are experiencing White guilt proneness specifically, are not engaging in a 
negative self-evaluation process driven by questions such a “who am I as a White person?”, 
rather they are focused on their actions and how to move towards a more egalitarian, anti-racist 
stance, (i.e., “how can I fix this?”). In order for an individual to experience White Guilt, they 
must first view their actions as wrong, and incongruent with an internally valued White self-
representation and identity goal. This supports Cohen et al. (2011) conceptualization of guilt 
proneness as a process that first involves a negative-behavior evaluation, and later preference for 
repair coping response, and Rees and colleagues (2013, 2012) who found guilt proneness, rather 
than state, as a stronger predictor of support for programs aimed at creating greater equal access 
for minority groups. 
As demonstrated in the story of Pat referenced by Tangney and Dearing (2002) in the 
first chapter, someone who is experiencing White Guilt would view the racist comment as wrong 
and know the belief that the comment was based on was incorrect, therefore, their lack of action 
in stopping the comment would be the variable of focus. An individual who experiences guilt is 
not experiencing distress around the racial content elicited in the triggering event as they are 
comfortable with the beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors they have come to recognize and value as a 
White person. What this means is that if someone with a stable internal representation would be 
able to view the action as outside of themselves and not a reflection on their self-concept as a 
White person as a whole.  
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Collective guilt and internal motivation to respond without prejudice were also found to 
be important aspects of White Guilt; however, their relationships with White Guilt were not as 
strong. One possible explanation for the weaker relationship between collective guilt and White 
Guilt, is that this form of guilt taps into ones’ feelings of responsibility regarding group-based 
(rather than personal) actions. Guilt is a personal – internal – oriented emotional response. When 
the group, rather than the individual, has conducted these actions, result feelings of negative self-
appraisal may be more cognitive, rather than emotional, in nature as there is limited personal 
meaning, culpability, and internalized “wrongness”. The difference between group-based and 
personal culpability was often found as a critical mechanism in studies such as Iyer et al. (2003) 
regarding whether participants would support reparations and policies such as affirmative action 
in response to historical atrocities, and often was not sufficient in facilitating ongoing support of 
such policies. This supports the work of Legault et al., (2007) who found that participants often 
did not feel personally guilty for actions they have taken that they have evaluated as wrong and 
therefore need to rectify – rather they view the actions of the group as wrong and feel compelled 
to let others know this through their responses/actions.   
While the standardized beta weights for internal motivation to respond without prejudice 
was not as large in comparison to the other indicators mentioned above, it is important to note 
that this indicator was more strongly predictive of White Guilt than White Shame, with 
significant positive loadings on the latent variable. A possible explanation for this difference in 
loadings across the two latent variables is that White Guilt is primarily organized around personal 
value orientation, focus on discrepancies between actions and internalized personal values, and 
prioritization of actions as a reflection of one’s value orientation. All of these qualities are 
inherent within the conceptualization of internal – versus external – motivation to respond 
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without prejudice. This inner focus, and inner driven motivational process, primes one to 
evaluate themselves (and their actions) first, and others second. The relationship between guilt 
and this internal motivation process was found across several studies conducted by Plant and 
colleagues (1998, 2003, 2004, 2006) who found that discrepancies between what one should do, 
versus would do, often results in what they refer to as a “negself” constellations of emotions 
including guilt. Someone who is experiencing White Guilt is more apt to respond in a non-
prejudicial manner as they view such actions as incongruent with their sense of self, and are 
driven to ensure alignment of action with values. Those high in internal motivation to respond 
without prejudice (i.e., IMS), were also more likely to hold positive outcome expectations and 
utilize approach behaviors during interracial interactions, mirroring the repair/amends focus 
within guilt (Plant & Devine, 2006; Lewis, 1971, Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tracy & Robins, 
2006, Tracy et al., 2007).  
Overall, the relationship between internal motivation, collective (group-based) guilt, and 
white guilt proneness reflects a process by which Whites transform information regarding 
personal or group based racism as a transgression against personally meaningful values, are apt 
to view their actions as the object of wrongdoing (rather than themselves as a White person), and 
are driven to ensure alignment between personal non-prejudicial values and actions. Someone 
who is dominant in White Guilt is more apt to use repair coping responses and continue to 
engage in such responses until they determine appropriate realignment between actions and 
values. Since one cannot make amends for hundreds of years of wrongdoing, the action coping 
response is often static in nature and cognitively focused – “what can I do to make amends?” – 
creating emotional distance from the action, and value violation, of focus.  
White Guilt and Colorblindness 
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Results indicated that White Guilt as conceptualized in the current model was 
significantly and negatively related to all forms of colorblindness as measured by the CoBRAS 
(Neville et al., 2000). That is, experiencing White Guilt in response to greater awareness of 
personal and group-based racism and system of White racism that privileges Whites over people 
of color predicted a decrease in the use of colorblindness as a cognitive coping response to 
reduce emotional distress. The association between White Guilt and colorblindness on a 
theoretical level makes sense as one would need to see race and be aware of racial inequities in 
order to experience emotions grounded in negative self-evaluation and values/standards 
violations. One way to explain this finding is the work of Pinterits, Spanierman, and Poteat (2009) 
in their development of the White Privilege Attitude Scale (WPAS) that found that White Guilt 
as measured by the PCRW (Spanierman & Heppner, 2004) was positively associated with 
Confronting White Privilege (e.g., plans to address and/or explore own white privilege), White 
Privilege Awareness (e.g., critical consciousness and understanding of white privilege and racial 
inequities) and White Privilege Remorse (e.g., emotional reactions including shame and/or anger 
around white privilege benefits). That is, as one gains greater awareness of all forms of racial 
privilege (personal, institutional, societal), they may feel compelled to address this privilege and 
resultantly experience emotions such as anger, guilt, and shame in response.  
White Guilt and PCRW Guilt, Empathy, Fear 
Results indicate that White Guilt was strongly and positively associated with PCRW Guilt 
and Empathy, and negatively related to Fear. This means that people who are endorsing White 
Guilt as a form of racial affect are more likely to endorse feels of guilt about the history of 
racism in the US, express sadness around the history of racism, concern and anger on behalf of 
people of color, and lack of fear of people of color as a racial group and/or threat to White 
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majority. This pattern of emotional costs appears to be reflective of the Antiracist and Empathic 
but Unaccountable types identified by Spanierman et al. (2006), given the moderate size beta 
weights of White Guilt on PCRW Guilt. Given this, people who endorse White Guilt as a form 
of racial affect are more likely to support anti-racism efforts, demonstrate knowledge of 
multicultural issues, have racial diversity among friendship groups, lower levels of color-blind 
racial attitudes, and, at times, lack critical awareness of racial privilege.  
This finding conflicts with other researchers who have posited that White Guilt is a 
necessary condition, and should be cultivated, in order for successful antiracism efforts, and is 
demonstrative of an integrated anti-racist identity and awareness of racism on personal, 
institutional, and societal levels. While White Guilt has been associated with greater willingness 
to support anti-racism efforts, this does not mean that such effort is proof of ones anti-racism or 
willingness to develop an anti-racist identity. Additionally, the small negative loading on Fear of 
people of color, which is theorized to be positively associated with reduced racist 
attitudes/beliefs, raises the question whether this fear is surface level and transient in nature, and 
potentially covering up the effect of other racist attitudes and beliefs that don’t result in fear, but 
perhaps other emotions such as anger.   
White Shame 
The model of White Shame was proposed to encapsulate feelings of shame – “I did 
something wrong” – in response to perceived personal and/or racial group wrong doings that 
reflect racist attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors, and motivation to act without racist intent due to a 
value system that prioritizes “others” in one’s sense of self as a White person. Two indicators 
were theorized to reflect White Shame: White shame proneness, and External Motivation to 
Respond Without Prejudice. Modifications to the model resulted in Collective (group-based) 
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Guilt as well as Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice also being predicted by White 
Shame. Examination of the standardized beta weights indicated that all four were statistically 
significant indicators of White Shame, with internalized motivation to respond without prejudice 
negatively predictive of White Shame. This finding supports the assertion that White Shame 
captures a dynamic process by which: negative self-evaluation results in feelings of shame, 
condemnation of the whole self as a White person rather than specific actions, belief that others 
actions negatively reflect on their sense of self as a White person, concern that this “badness” 
will be seen by others, and desire to withdraw/avoid to reduce distress. 
In contrast to White Guilt, collective (group-based) guilt was the most strongly associated 
with White Shame. This could be explained by the “other” focused orientation that is integral to a 
shame response. According to theorists such as Lewis (1971), Tangney and Dearing (2002), 
Tracy and Robins (2006), and Brown (2013), someone who is experiencing a shame response is 
undergoing a process of negative self-evaluation that involves a comparison to an “other” – 
either an idealized “ought” version of oneself as the “other” and/or some standard that has been 
communicated explicitly or implicitly to them as the “other”. Additionally, the communication of 
shame is predicated on the notion that this shameful part of oneself should be hidden from others 
– without another person or object in the equation there would be no need for 
avoidance/withdrawal coping responses. Given this, the feeling of culpability for others actions 
align with the “other” integration into one’s sense of self that defines shame. That is, those that 
are experiencing a White Shame have difficulty differentiating personal feelings of responsibility 
from group based culpability as their value system and process of self-evaluation is closely 
aligned/influenced by the actions of others. This lack of clear boundaries between self and others, 
and proneness to condemn the whole self when confronted with wrongdoing, puts those 
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experiencing White Shame at risk for psychological disorders such as depression. Another 
explanation for the large magnitude of the beta weight for collective guilt is that traditional 
conceptualization of group-based guilt is really tapping into group-based shame: feeling ashamed 
to be associated with a group that committed such actions – ashamed to benefit from unearned 
privileges afforded one’s group at the expense of another – anger towards group members that 
engaged in these acts – helpless to rectify the atrocious wrongdoings committed by others – 
sadness for what was done to people of color – and confused regarding how best to move 
forward (i.e., “what do I do?”, “who am I?”). This would align with the work of Allpress et al., 
(2014) who found that Whites who experience shame as a result of racial self-concept value 
violations are more likely to engage in greater self-evaluation regarding their Whiteness and 
movement away from group members who engender these violations. While there may be 
potential coping response that results in action to repair damages on personal and/or systemic 
levels most often associated with guilt, the self-conscious, evaluative, process, seems to be more 
reflective of shame and focus on others, and how this impacts one’s own personal 
values/meaning around their Whiteness. 
The indicator White shame proneness was also strongly associated with White Shame. 
This means that an individual who endorses White Shame would be prone to view themselves as 
the object of wrongness rather than the action or event that triggered the negative self-evaluation 
(i.e., “how could I do that?”, “what is wrong with me?!”). As emphasized by Cohen and 
colleagues (2011), shame proneness involves first a negative self-evaluation, then a later coping 
response of avoidance/withdrawal to create emotional distance from the parts of one self that are 
causing distress. For example, someone who is prone to a White shame response may experience 
distress around racial content elicited by the triggering event since they are in a state of discord 
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regarding their understanding of themselves as a racial being. They may consider themselves 
anti-racist, however, they find this belief, internalized value, challenged by the event and 
discrepant with their self-concept as fair, egalitarian, and just.  
Someone who is experiencing White shame proneness would struggle with how to hold 
both positive and negative attitudes thoughts and beliefs about their racial group and people of 
color. They know these thoughts, beliefs and attitudes are wrong but feel trapped regarding their 
integration. They would respond to learning about the egregious history of racism by Whites 
against people of color with horror, and due to their lack of alignment within their racial self-
representations, allow this horror to permeate into their overall sense of self as a (White) person 
– leaving them feeling ashamed. Without a clear sense of how to integrate these discrepant 
beliefs, values, and self-concepts into a more positive racial self-concept, they would continue to 
experience distress and potentially feel exposed/diminished in the presence of self and others. 
The relationship between one’s racial group, and feelings of shame regarding racial group 
membership as well as personal racist actions, was further supported by Grzanka (2010) in his 
scale development study of the TOWGAS where he found a positive and significant associated 
between White shame proneness and race centrality. That is, the more one feels that race is a 
central component of their identity and value system, the more likely they are to experience 
shame when these values are violated and group based wrongdoings are brought to attention. Of 
note, this proneness for self-evaluation and assessment of one’s group membership alignment 
may not always be maladaptive, as researchers such as Sue (2003), Allpress (2014), and de 
Hooge et al. (2008) positive that self-evaluation is a necessary condition for development of an 
anti-racist self-concept and subsequent ability to sustain long-term reparative action.  
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The large negative loadings of internal motivation to respond without prejudice and 
moderate sized positive loadings of external motivation to respond without prejudice were 
unique for White Shame. It is important to draw the distinction between external motivation to 
respond without prejudice (EMS) and social desirability. Plant and Devine (1998) in their scale 
development demonstrated that EMS was not significantly related to social desirability or 
preference to operate from a “politically correct” standpoint. Rather, those who are low 
IMS/EMS desire to respond without prejudice not because they want to look “correct”, but in 
response to concern on how in-group and out-group members may view their actions. This 
“other” focus, as previously mentioned, is the hallmark of a shame response. Thus, the 
constellation of emotions associated with low IMS/high EMS included feelings of fear (i.e., of 
being called racist, doing something racist), sadness, interracial anxiety, negative interracial 
outcome expectations, and threat of being viewed negatively by others for violating personal and 
group meaningful values – are indicative of a White Shame response. This aligns with the work 
of Brown (2007) who posited that shame is associated with greater negative views regarding how 
others will perceived them, resultant emotional distress, and desire to avoid, rather than engage 
with others, as result. Given the external motivational focus within White Shame, it makes sense 
that White shame often results in a greater urge to hide and withdraw from others, as they fear 
this wrongness being seen by others, expect rejection from others if discovered, and feel helpless 
to alter what is wrong with them.  
White Shame and Colorblindness 
White Shame operated in a similar manner to White Guilt in predicting reduced 
Colorblindness associated with Institutional Racism and Privilege Awareness; however, Blatant 
Racism colorblindness was shown to increase in response to White Shame, rather than decrease 
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as originally theorized. One explanation for this finding is that color-blind racial statements are 
focused on avoidance, specifically, avoiding appearing racist, and require extensive 
psychological energy to frame racial attitudes in a way that preserved positive self-image. Given 
that White Shame, as indicated by the low IMS/high EMS loading pattern, involves a focus on 
perception of others, fear of rejection by others, and concern regarding how value discrepancies 
around beliefs and actions reflect on their “goodness” as a White person, it would be plausible 
that someone experiencing White Shame would use colorblindness as a way to minimize distress 
avoid further self-evaluation by claiming a race neutral standpoint.  
One other explanation for this finding is that colorblindness in response to White Shame 
is a process of avoidance and/or withdrawal. Someone who is experiencing White Shame may 
have told themselves that overt racism does not exist anymore, and when confronted with 
evidence to the contrary, alter their external worldview by removing race from the picture to re-
establish internal equilibrium. Since the fallacy of colorblindness is that it seeks to ensure 
fairness in all racial interactions, someone experiencing White Shame may be able to convince 
themselves that their use of colorblindness is in alignment with their beliefs that promote anti-
racism. As emphasized by Brown (2007), someone who is experiencing shame is more likely to 
engage in self-destructive behavior (i.e., avoidance, anger) and continue to engage in the 
behavior that was viewed as inconsistent with who they want to be (i.e., personal ethics/beliefs). 
This is supported by Gushue and Constantine (2007) who found an association between Blatant 
Racism Colorblindness and forms of racial identity that are often more nascent in their 
development. Since guilt, shame, and anger are theorized to play key roles in the transition from 
disintegration to reintegration, and pseudo-independence to immersion/emersion racial identity 
statuses, we would expect that those at less integrated racial identity statuses would not only 
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endorse higher levels of racial colorblindness, but also greater emotional distress such like that 
which occurs with White Shame. 
White Shame and PCRW Guilt, Empathy, Fear 
White Shame had significant large positive loadings on PCRW Guilt, smaller positive 
loadings on Empathy, and non-significant, almost zero loadings on Fear. This pattern appears to 
reflect elements of the Antiracist and Fearful Guilt types according to Spanierman  et al. (2006), 
given the smaller beta weights on Empathy and positive, but non-significant, loadings on Fear. 
Therefore, people who endorse White Shame as a form of racial affect are more likely to 
demonstrate awareness of racial privilege but potentially have fewer interracial friendships in 
comparison to those with White Guilt. One possible explanation for these differences is that 
reduced empathy for people of color would impede the development and maintenance of 
interracial friendships, as perspective taking is an integral component of friendships.  
The weakened relationship between empathy and shame could be understood using 
Brown’s (2007) model of shame vulnerability which highlights how shame erodes our 
connection to others, and that shame often is a fear-based response to a threat disconnection. 
Those that are experiencing White Shame are preoccupied with this threat and hiding their secret 
racist “badness” out of the fear of disconnection. This would also align with the findings of Plant 
and Devine (2006) who found that those with external motivation to respond without prejudice 
were more apt to hold negative outcome expectations regarding interracial interactions and 
approach such interactions with a focus on avoiding unintended expressions of racism.  
Of note, White Shame was more strongly associated with PCRW Guilt than White Guilt. 
This result contrasts with Spanierman and colleagues’ (see Spanierman, 2015 for comprehensive 
review) previous conceptualization of PCRW Guilt as a primary guilt, secondary shame, emotion 
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dimension. What this finding tells us is that White Shame is more pervasive than previously 
recognized and that self-reported feelings of badness around personal and group-based racism 
may be more reflective of shame – and indictment of the whole White self – rather than 
indictment of one’s racist actions alone. This would explain why findings associated with 
reparations such as affirmative action have been mixed using the PCRW Guilt scale, as well as 
other measures of White guilt that the scale was grounded upon. If this guilt emotional 
dimension is tapping more into shame, than a person endorsing high PCRW Guilt may prioritize 
avoidance and withdrawal, which may overshadow any desire or propensity for repair as a means 
of reducing distress. Alternatively, using Allpress et al.’s (2014) model of shame as a potentially 
adaptive response when the “badness” of focus is limited to certain values associated with ones’ 
racial self-concept, the strong relationship between White Shame and PCRW Guilt could be the 
source of the reparations coping response previously associated with guilt.  
The lack of significant relationship with PCRW Fear highlights the limited definition of 
Fear within this cost dimension, as it taps into a more cognitive-emotional form of fear – 
irrational fear of people of color – than a threat, fear-based response. While White Shame has 
been theorized to be associated with fear of rejection/abandonment by White peers and/or people 
of color, as well as fear of being called racist, there is no way to assess this with the current 
conceptualization of Fear as a form of racial affect in the PCRW. This speaks to a larger pattern 
within the PCRW, specifically the conceptualization of Guilt, Empathy, and Fear as purely 
emotional dimensions. Each of these dimensions involves a degree of cognitive evaluation, 
framing, and assessment, which in turn influences that emotional response endorsed, and which 
emotion is more dominating in comparison to others. As such, these emotional dimensions 
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would be better served as framed as alternate forms of self-conscious emotions which would 
broaden their applicability and scope for interpretation.  
Implications for Clinical Practice 
The confirmation that White Guilt and White Shame operate as distinct forms of racial affect that 
help inhibit the use of colorblind racial ideology and promote empathy for people of color have 
important implications for clinical practice. Sue (2003) emphasizes that in order for Whites to 
become anti-racist allies, they most engage in ongoing assessment of their attitudes, thoughts, 
beliefs, behaviors, and emotions that work to promote the racial status quo. Given this, it would 
be vital that Whites note only engage in evaluation of their racist behaviors (i.e., White Guilt) but 
also evaluation of racist internal self-concepts (i.e., White Shame) to facilitate anti-racist action.  
Current counselor trainings programs as well as diversity education programs have 
focused on the role of guilt in promoting anti-racist actions such as reparations (i.e., affirmative 
action programs) and willingness to engage in interracial dialogue, to the exclusion of shame. 
This leaves participants and counselor trainees at a disadvantage as a potentially emotionally 
salient part of their affective experience as a White individual is being ignored, or at worst, 
invalidated. Theorists such as Haggerty (2009) have called for the inclusion of White shame in 
discussions of White racism as the absence reinforces US cultural values that place the 
responsibility on the individual, rather than the group, to attend to issues of injustice. Given this, 
White Shame has the potential to reconnect Whites with the parts of themselves and their group 
that embody racism, engage in self-evaluation of their values and morals that perpetuate racism, 
move towards a racial self-concept that recognizes complicity in White racism, and actively 
work to challenge thoughts, feelings, beliefs, and behaviors that promote Whiteness.   
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The prioritization of White guilt over shame also ignores the potentially maladaptive 
consequences of guilt. As noted by Luyten, Fontaine, and Corveleyn (2002) those that 
experience White guilt may be driven to make amends in order to avoid anger by the target and 
preserve positive self-image. This self-focus would impair, rather than foster other-oriented 
empathy, and leave the target holding the burden to assuage the White individual’s guilt. Thus, 
White guilt would be temporary in nature and insufficient in creating long-term change. 
Additionally, when a clear path for reparations is not available, guilt may lead to rumination that 
would similarly disrupt other oriented empathy as the source of distress is no longer the target’s 
feelings, but the individual’s inability to make amends (Tracy & Robins, 2006; Tracy et al., 
2007). Therefore, it would be important to not only attend to the adaptive function of guilt, but 
the maladaptive consequences of guilt as well within exploration of racial affect. 
In light of the breadth of research that indicates that shame has the potential for negative 
mental health consequences (Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tracy & Robins, 2006; Tracy et al., 
2007) and our current findings which suggest that White Shame has the potential to impair other 
oriented empathy and lead individuals to engage in colorblindness, it is important that shame be 
explicitly addressed within counselor training and diversity education/workshop contexts. 
Towards this aim, the following suggestions are offered for addressing and facilitating effective 
exploration of White Guilt and White Shame racial affect.  
First, as emphasized by Smith, Kashubeck-West, Peyton, and Adams (2017), 
supervisors/moderators/instructors should actively work to create an environment that promotes 
safety, validates the presence of shame in addition to guilt, and reinforces the expectation that 
distressing feelings will be elicited through racial self-concept exploration and are integral to 
development of cultural competence.  
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Second, as Frankenberg (1994) highlights, in order for something to be processed, it must 
first be named, seen, and heard; therefore, moderators/supervisors/instructors may also need to 
model appropriate identification of guilt vs. shame and normalize verbalization of these emotions 
for participants. This would require these individuals to have embarked upon their own racial 
self-concept and affect exploration, and utilize their experience to promote the racial cultural 
competence development of participants. This may occur through the use of peer supervision, as 
well as engagement in working groups centered on exploring racial affect themes with a focus on 
White guilt and shame.  
Third, as demonstrated by Carter (2003) in his racial cultural counseling laboratory 
model, it is important for racial cultural knowledge and counseling competencies to be explored 
from both group based and individual/personal perspectives. Delineating White counselor 
trainees’ personal constructions from group based beliefs would be vital as these constructions 
may impair their ability to recognize when they employ coping responses such as colorblindness 
to ameliorate feelings of White Guilt and/or White Shame that arise.   
Fourth, such trainings/workshops would benefit from employing the shame process stage 
model proposed by Brown (2007) as it moves participants from shame dominated by cognition, 
to affect, which once tolerated, can be transformed into personal meaning. Without such 
exploration, shame may leave participants vulnerable for externalizing and dehumanizing targets 
given its ability to maintain social inequities and the (racial) status quo. These stages include: 1) 
recognizing shame; 2) practicing critical awareness – moving from reinforcing, individualizing, 
pathologizing to demystifying, contextualizing, normalizing; 3) reaching out – moving from 
separating and insulating to sharing one’s story, creating change; and 4) speaking shame – 
moving from shutting down/acting out to expressing feelings and asking for what one needs. 
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Such a process model may help inhibit what DiAngelo (2011) refers to as White fragility where 
racial anxiety/distress becomes intolerable and results in avoidance and/or defensive reactions 
that promote racist attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors.  
Lastly, issues of White Guilt and White Shame are not limited to interracial interactions 
within counseling or education contexts, but also with White group members who espouse racist 
ideology. Farber (2018) highlights the critical role counselors play within the current 
sociopolitical climate that is inundated by overt and covert expressions of racism. These results 
help lend strength to his call for greater attention to issues of social injustice within 
psychotherapy and training by counselors to effectively meet this need. Therefore, it would 
behoove White clinicians to work closely with their supervisors to practice how best to attend to 
racist content within session by White clients, explore potential countertransferential reactions 
that elicit White guilt and/or White shame, and develop language to help identify and explore 
White Guilt and White Shame for clients who are struggling with their White racial self-concept.  
Implications for Research and Policy 
Current research has made great efforts to explicate the processes that underpin 
Whiteness and Whites role in perpetuating White racism. The role of fostering White allies/co-
conspirators and attending to systemic racism within research was the recent focus of a special 
edition of The Counseling Psychologist, a preeminent research journal in the field. Unfortunately, 
across the 7 articles that were included in the special edition, few focused on the importance of 
racial affect in fostering anti-racist action, and of those, only White Guilt was identified, with no 
reference to White Shame (Sue, 2017; Smith & Spanierman, 2017). Given this, the current 
findings help meet a critical gap within the research community in regards to White racial affect, 
specifically White Guilt and White Shame. More work; however, is needed to extend this impact. 
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As this is the first study of its kind to propose a White Guilt and White Shame racial affect 
model comprising different combinations of internal and external motivational processes, group 
culpability orientation, and guilt and shame proneness, it would be important to determine if the 
theorized model can be replicated. In support Kelloway’s (2014) assertion that alternative 
models are important when theory testing, additional exploration of the relationship amongst 
these variables and indicators of colorblindness and other forms of racial affect including 
empathy and fear, would also help clarify if the proposed structural model holds across time and 
contexts.  
Scholarship on self-conscious emotions as well as racial affect (e.g., PCRW) have 
demonstrated that different combinations of emotions work to foster or inhibit anti-racist actions. 
At this time, it remains unclear whether White Guilt, White Shame, or some combination of both 
most effectively facilitates anti-racism. While beyond the scope of this study, without this 
knowledge it is difficult to determine for whom White Guilt and White Shame will be action-
oriented or prohibitive-avoidant in nature. Moreover, the relationship amongst guilt and shame, 
and other constellations of racial affect (e.g., disgust, antipathy, moral outrage, apathy, loss) 
posited to influence motivational processes and coping responses is unclear given the 
simultaneous assessment of and dearth of literature on White Guilt and White Shame 
(Spanierman & Cabrera, 2014; Devine et al., 2002). Researchers such as Plant and Devine 
(1998), Siegel and Carter (2014), and Spanierman et al. (2006) have emphasized the benefits of 
cluster groups and/or profile analysis when trying to understand similarities amongst sample 
participants and the nuance ways in which variables of interest interact with one another. As guilt 
and shame as forms of racial affect do not occur in isolation within daily life, utilizing cluster 
and/or profile analysis would offer more robust opportunities for interpretation across multiple 
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domains of interest within the White population. This would also allow for direct comparisons 
with the PCRW cluster groups (e.g., Antiracist) as well as high/low IMS/EMS combinations 
which are theorized to reflect more advanced White racial self-concept and psychological health. 
Therefore, future research would benefit from using a cluster and/or profile interpretation to 
allow to determine optimal conditions for fostering an anti-racist orientation. 
While the decision to utilize a proneness measure for White guilt and White shame was 
driven by research findings that suggest proneness more accurately captures guilt and shame than 
state measures (Spanierman, 2015; Tracy & Robins. 2006; Tracy et al.,, 2007; Grzanka, 2010; 
Tangney & Dearing, 2002), it remains unclear whether the adaptive benefits of White Guilt and 
White Shame found in this study (i.e., reduced colorblindness, increased empathy) would be 
present if assessed from a state perspective. Research in this area would help assess whether 
previous findings that highlight shame proneness’ positive association with state guilt, shame, 
and other forms of negative racial affect, remain when also combined with collective guilt and 
motivational processes (Giner-Sorolla et al., 2011). Since proneness taps into propensity rather 
than real-time assessment of psychological distress in the form of White Guilt and White Shame, 
it is difficult to determine how White Guilt and White Shame may manifest, be expressed, and are 
processed across different situational contexts and (guilt/shame) state intensities. This is 
particularly important for White Shame as results indicate that under certain conditions, White 
Shame may elicit, rather than protect against, Blatant Racism colorblindness.   
The need for greater clarity regarding the conditions under which White Shame and White 
Guilt are adaptive vs. maladaptive aligns with recent research on standardization across 
counselor training initiatives, multicultural counseling competence assessment, and cross-
cultural supervision in working towards reducing racial bias/discrimination within therapeutic 
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contexts. Atkins et al., (2017) suggests the use of qualitative methods in concert with quantitative 
assessment to address gaps in research and further theory development. As White Shame has the 
potential to disrupt empathy, and motivate White’s to engage in colorblindness if not attended to 
and processed effectively, research that focuses on White Shame and how it experientially is 
distinct from White Guilt is critical. Thus, qualitative methods such as focus groups, written 
narrative analysis, and interviews would serve as an appropriate augment to the current study’s 
findings and increase their generalizability.  
Given the divergent findings related to White Guilt and White Shame within the literature, 
a measure that allows these forms of racial affect to be captured and explored simultaneously is 
greatly needed. Currently, the TOWGAS (Grzanka, 2010) is the only measure available to assess 
White Guilt and White Shame; however, it is limited in its scope/focus as it does not involve 
group based scenarios, delineate across internal and/or external motivational processes, or assess 
for reparative vs. withdrawal/avoidance coping responses across both guilt and shame items. 
Such a measure would benefit from the use of a scenario based format to capture the diversity of 
personal and group based contexts which may elicit guilt and shame, as well as include item 
content that reflects both maladaptive and adaptive components of guilt and shame.  
Lastly, current research within self-conscious emotions as well as racial affect (e.g., 
PCRW) have demonstrated that different combinations of emotions work to foster or inhibit anti-
racist actions. At this time, it remains unclear whether guilt, shame, or some combination of both 
most effectively facilitates anti-racism. Without this knowledge, it is difficult to determine for 
whom White Guilt and White Shame will be action-oriented or prohibitive-avoidant in nature. 
Researchers such as Plant and Devine (1998), Siegel and Carter (2014), and Spanierman et al. 
(2006) have emphasized the benefits of cluster groups and/or profile analysis when trying to 
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understand similarities amongst sample participants and the nuance ways in which variables of 
interest interact with one another. As guilt and shame as forms of racial affect do not occur in 
isolation within daily life, utilizing cluster and/or profile analysis would offer more robust 
opportunities for interpretation across multiple domains of interest within the White population. 
Therefore, future research would benefit from using a cluster and/or profile interpretation to 
allow to determine optimal conditions for fostering an anti-racist orientation.  
Limitations of Study 
Findings from the current study must be interpreted within the limitations of the data. 
First, although online recruitment and data collection have advantages (e.g., broad geographical 
access to diverse participants, reducing oversaturation of local venues), internet research has 
clear limitations (King, O’Rourke, & DeLongis, 2014). Snowballing methods increase risk for 
self-selection bias as it targets those who may share a common interest or demographic, thereby 
skewing the sample. Additionally, participation is limited to adults with a computer or mobile 
device and Internet access, potentially skewing the results towards those within the middle to 
upper class. Indeed, the average participant was a White female in her early 40s, lower-
middle/middle class, with a college education, thus limiting the generalizability of the study’s 
results. Moreover, the online nature of the study may result in premature termination, 
falsification, or duplication of data due to human error and/or technological glitches. To combat 
against this, the author established a data collection and participation verification protocol 
including a comparison of Internet Protocol address and relevant demographic information, and 
duplicate data was deleted.  
Second, group differences across study variables limit the generalizability of the study’s 
results. As indicated in Chapter IV, preliminary analysis of the study data found significant 
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group differences by gender and education. While the effect sizes of these differences were 
minimal, and examination of correlation matrixes found similar patterns across group levels, it is 
noteworthy that such differences occurred and warrant additional exploration. 
The significant MANOVA results by gender indicate that men and women differ in their 
endorsement of the study variables (e.g., White guilt and shame proneness, collective (group-
based) guilt, and internal and external motivational processes). One explanation for this may be 
the sample characteristics, as approximately 75% of respondents were female, thereby 
potentially creating group difference as an artifact of data. This pattern of group difference 
across genders also aligns with research within both the self-conscious and racial affect literature, 
finding that women score higher than men on measures of guilt and shame (Spanierman, Beard, 
& Todd, 2012; Grzanka, 2010; Benetti-McQuid & Bursik, 2005; Ferguson, Eyre, & Ashbaker, 
2000; Ferguson & Crowley, 1997). These studies highlight that the socialization process for 
women emphasizes norms/values associated with interpersonal sensitivity. As such, when 
women hold beliefs, attitudes, behaviors, or express emotions in a manner deemed “insensitive”, 
they are apt to feel guilt and shame and receive communication that reinforces this violation. 
This same socialization process and prioritization of interpersonal sensitivity does not occur for 
men, rather aggression and self-focus are emphasized. Thus, White women may be primed to 
engage in negative self- and behavior-evaluation, reflective of greater guilt and shame 
disposition proneness.  
The significant MANOVA results by education also indicate that endorsement of study 
variables differs across educational status, with higher levels of education associated with greater 
endorsement of guilt and shame proneness. These results support research that have found a 
significant relationship between higher levels of education, rejection of negative stereotypes, and 
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resultant feelings of guilt and shame when confronted with personal and group racism (Wodtke, 
2012). This aligns with research that emphasize the benefits of diversity education within college 
settings that offer coursework on racism and greater opportunities to engage in racial self-
concept examination, which may elicit guilt and shame (Hogan & Mallott, 2005). However, 
higher levels of education have not been found to protect against the development of racist 
ideology, rather they often predict more sophisticated use of cognitive strategies including 
colorblindness to protect against the fallacy that education systems and later workforce 
opportunities are equal for all. Given this, it would be important in future studies to determine if 
similar patterns of guilt and shame proneness endorsement differ across educational status when 
employed with new sample compositions. If such patterns continue to occur, alternative 
structural models should be explored to determine if educational status may serve as a potential 
moderator for the path between White Guilt and White Shame and colorblindness within the 
structural model.   
Third, the ordering of the measures may have primed participants to the nature of the 
study and influenced their endorsement of study items as the study progressed, resulted in testing 
effects which limit the generalizability (Maruyama & Ryan, 2014). Thus, future research would 
benefit from randomization of the measurement order, as well as item content. Additionally, the 
use of a one-time assessment method to capture the variables of interest limits of our 
understanding of White Guilt and White Shame to the present moment without addressing how 
they may be manifested and expressed over time. Moreover, the inclusion of the TOWGAS 
which has been found to potentially overemphasize adaptive forms of guilt, and underemphasize 
maladaptive forms of shame highlight the importance of diversifying measures of study variables, 
such as the inclusion of an adjective checklists (e.g., PFQ-2), so that additional assessments may 
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tap into unexplored facets of these emotional constructs (de Hooge et al., 2008; de Hooge et al., 
2011; Rees et al., 2015, Giner-Sorolla et al., 2011).  
Lastly, as emphasized by Kline (2005, 2016), structural equation modeling results in data 
that is sample specific and static in nature; therefore, we cannot say whether these results would 
be generalizable to all Whites. Additionally, re-specification of a model increases likelihood of 
capitalization on chance or over-fitting the model. Thus, achievement of a good model fit with a 
separate sample would provide more confidence in the findings, and decrease the likelihood of 
finding a good model fit by chance (Kenny, 2011). Furthermore, causal claims are limited in 
scope as structural equation modeling constrains the relationships amongst variables in 
predetermined ways that may not fit with new samples. As such, it would be important for 
replication of the study in order to determine if the structural model put forth holds for other 
White sample compositions as well as time-series formats.   
Summary and Conclusion 
This study was able to empirically validate the proposed model of White Guilt and White 
Shame as forms of White racial affect that help reduce colorblindness and promote racial 
empathy. White Guilt was associated with White guilt proneness, collective guilt (e.g., group 
based culpability), and internal motivations to respond without prejudice; and White Shame was 
associated with White shame proneness, collective guilt (e.g., group based culpability), and 
internal/external motivation processes. The results from the study help to explain divergent 
findings associated with White Guilt through the introduction of White Shame, which has both 
adaptive (e.g., greater racial awareness, empathic) and maladaptive (e.g., blatant racism 
colorblindness, weakened empathy) coping responses. While both White Guilt and White Shame 
were associated with variables theorized to reduce racial prejudice, those that experience White 
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Shame are at risk for psychological distress and future facilitation of racial discrimination if 
shame is not effectively processed. The lack of research around White Shame speaks to a larger 
social system at play which focuses on actions, rather than the self, as the source of badness 
when it comes to racism. Since Whiteness operates to promote White cultural values as ideal, 
positive, and the basis of all social systems, if there was something “wrong” with Whiteness and 
therefore something “bad” about benefiting from social inequities, greater efforts may be exerted 
to disrupt the systems of domination that promote racism. As echoed by Haggerty (2009): 
Guilt can direct one towards those who have been wronged or damaged, and demand 
reparations in the name, simply, of what has happened to them. But it cannot by itself 
help one to understand one’s relationship to those happenings, or to rebuild the self that 
has done these things and the world in which one has to live. Only shame can do that, 
because it embodies conceptions of what one is and how one is related to others.  (p.307) 
Given this, speaking about White Shame as a form of racial affect not only has the power to lead 
to greater racial consciousness for Whites, but also to challenge systems of racism that may 
operate outside of awareness.  
In the end, it is ok if Whites feel ashamed; they have benefited from and continue to 
promote systems of racism that not only hurt people of color, but Whites as well. If White Shame 
helps to facilitate self-evaluation that will move Whites towards a more anti-racist orientation, 
then we need to invite, rather than dismiss, White shame as part of discussions of White Guilt. It 
is hoped that the present study will serve to encourage others to further explore the complex 
interplay of cognition, behaviors, motivations, and affect that underpin the development and 
expression of White Guilt and White Shame, and add their voices to those working to dismantle 












Table 1. Frequencies and Percentages of Demographic Variables (N = 881) 
Variables   Frequency Percentage 
Gender Male 184 20.9 
 Female 697 79.1 
Social Class Lower Class 92 10.4 
 Working Class 189 21.5 
 Lower Middle Class 140 15.9 
 Middle Class 349 39.6 
 Upper Middle Class 99 11.2 
  Upper Class 12 1.4 
Highest Level of 
Education 
Nursery to 8th grade 7 0.8 
Some High School, no diploma 66 7.5 
 
High School graduate, diploma or equivalent (i.e., 
GED) 192 21.8 
 Some college credit, no degree 253 28.7 
 Associate's degree 96 10.9 
 Bachelor's degree 138 15.7 
 Some graduate school, no degree 25 2.8 
 Master's degree 76 8.6 
 Doctoral Degree (i.e., PhD, JD) 14 1.6 
 Medical Degree (i.e., MD, DDS, DVM) 5 0.6 
  Professional Degree 9 1.0 
Sexual Orientation Heterosexual or Straight 816 92.6 
 Gay or Lesbian 25 3.5 
 Bisexual 34 2.9 
  Other 6 0.7 
Religion Catholic 182 20.7 
 Protestant 169 19.2 
 Christian 231 26.3 
 Jewish 34 3.9 
 Muslim 3 0.3 
 Hindu 1 0.1 
 Buddhist 6 0.7 
 None 216 24.6 




Table 2. Means, SDs, Ranges, and Reliability Coefficients for Study Variables* (N = 881) 




(Upper) Alpha # of items 
White Guilt Proneness 32.06 9.13 11 55 0.832 11 
White Shame Proneness  17.92 5.27 8 36 0.711 8 
Collective Guilt Scale 12.20 5.09 5 25 0.874 5 
External Motivation to 
Respond Without Prejudice 21.82 10.08 5 45 0.841 5 
Internal Motivation to Respond 
Without Prejudice 35.29 8.81 5 45 0.832 5 
CoBRAS Racial Privilege 26.63 8.42 7 42 0.854 7 
CoBRAS Institutional  26.37 7.77 7 42 0.818 7 
CoBRAS Blatant Racism  15.99 5.86 6 36 0.874 6 
PCRW Guilt 11.04 5.45 5 28 0.750 5 
PCRW Empathy 27.21 6.75 6 36 0.870 6 
PCRW Fear 13.81 5.13 5 29 0.692 5 
*Tests Of White Guilt And Shame (TOWGAS), External Motivation To Respond Without Prejudice 
(EMS), Internal Motivation To Respond Without Prejudice (IMS), Colorblindness (CoBRAS), 
Psychosocial Costs of Racism for Whites (PCRW) 
Note: Indicators are variables that are indicated by total sum scores of scales 
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Lambda Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 
Intercept .065 1106.277 11.000 843.000 .00 
Gender .944 4.543 11.000 843.000 .00 
SES .945 1.095 44.000 3227.062 .31 
Highest Level of 
Education .805 2.824 66.000 4516.221 .00 
Sexual Identity .954 1.815 22.000 1686.000 .10 
Religion  .847 2.586 55.000 3905.642 .02 
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Table 4. Maximum Likelihood Estimates for Indicator Variables - Original Measurement 
Model* (N = 881) 
Path B S.E. Beta C.R. Sig. 
White Guilt           
White Guilt Proneness 1.000 0.000 1.003  0.00 
Collective Guilt Scale 0.359 0.035 0.646 10.121 0.00 
Internal Motivation W/O 
Prejudice 0.445 0.029 0.462 15.265 0.00 
White Shame            
White Shame Proneness 1.000 0.000 0.818  0.00 
External Motivation W/O 
Prejudice 0.575 0.128 0.246 4.479 0.00 
*Tests of White Guilt and Shame (TOWGAS), External Motivation to Respond Without 
Prejudice (EMS), Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice (IMS), Collective 
(White) Guilt Scale  
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Table 5. Modification Indices - Original Measurement Model *(N=881) 





BY Statements         
White Shame BY White Guilt Proneness 16.821 -0.686 -2.325 -0.255 
White Shame BY Internal Motivation W/O 
Prejudice  286.497 -3.187 -10.808 -1.227 
White Shame BY Collective Guilt 138.102 1.062 3.600 0.708 
White Guilt BY White Shame Proneness 16.270 0.514 3.962 0.752 
White Guilt BY External Motivation W/O 
Prejudice  16.240 -0.408 -3.147 -0.312 
WITH Statements         
White Guilt Proneness WITH White Shame 
Proneness 65.139 7.597 7.597 0.386 
Internal Motivation W/O Prejudice WITH 
White Guilt Proneness 44.796 11.255 11.255 0.291 
Collective Guilt WITH White Guilt Proneness 26.289 -4.542 -4.542 -0.309 
Collective Guilt WITH Internal Motivation 
W/O Prejudice 96.283 -9.627 -9.627 -0.404 
* Bolded MI were used to modify measurement model based on theory and empirical evidence 
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Table 6. Maximum Likelihood Estimates for Indicator Variables - Re-Specified Measurement 
Model* (N = 881) 
Path B S.E. Beta C.R. Sig. 
White Guilt           
White Guilt Proneness 1.000 0.000 0.810  0.00 
Collective Guilt Scale 0.180 0.059 0.257 3.066 0.00 
Internal Motivation W/O Prejudice 1.557 0.127 1.332 12.414 0.00 
White Shame            
White Shame Proneness 1.000 0.000 0.552  0.00 
External Motivation W/O Prejudice 0.773 0.137 0.222 5.632 0.00 
Collective Guilt 1.146 0.144 0.660 7.962 0.00 
Internal Motivation W/O Prejudice -2.962 0.311 -1.008 -9.520 0.00 
White Guilt Proneness WITH White 
Shame Proneness 8.109 1.239 0.351 6.472 0.00 
*Tests of White Guilt and Shame (TOWGAS), Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice 




Table 7. Maximum Likelihood Estimates for Indicator Variables - Structural Model *(N = 881) 
Path B S.E. Beta C.R. Sig. 
White Guilt           
White Guilt Proneness 1.000 0.000 0.821  0.00 
Collective Guilt Scale 0.192 0.056 0.282 3.421 0.00 
Internal Motivation W/O Prejudice 1.532 0.121 1.296 12.706 0.00 
White Shame            
White Shame Proneness 1.000 0.000 0.557  0.00 
External Motivation W/O Prejudice 0.796 0.139 0.232 5.712 0.00 
Collective Guilt 1.121 0.138 0.646 8.106 0.00 
Internal Motivation W/O Prejudice -2.863 0.292 -0.953 -9.791 0.00 
White Guilt Proneness WITH White 
Shame Proneness 8.216 1.237 0.361 6.641 0.00 
CoBRAS Racial Privilege ON White 
Guilt -0.282 0.083 -0.250 -3.348 0.00 
CoBRAS Racial Privilege ON White 
Shame -1.235 0.205 -0.431 -6.032 0.00 
CoBRAS Institutional 
Discrimination ON White Guilt -0.299 0.083 -0.289 -3.617 0.00 
CoBRAS Institutional 
Discrimination ON White Shame -0.792 0.205 -0.301 -3.890 0.01 
CoBRAS Blatant Racism ON White 
Guilt -0.842 0.049 -1.072 -17.243 0.00 
CoBRAS Blatant Racism ON White 
Shame 1.143 0.124 0.573 9.252 0.00 
PCRW Guilt ON White Guilt 0.755 0.039 0.551 19.486 0.00 
PCRW Guilt ON White Shame 0.439 0.029 0.815 15.241 0.00 
PCRW Empathy ON White Guilt 0.638 0.036 0.577 17.832 0.00 
PCRW Empathy ON White Shame  0.079 0.024 0.181 3.348 0.00 
PCRW Fear ON White Guilt  -0.755 0.036 -0.204 -8.162 0.00 
PCRW Fear ON White Shame  0.015 0.022 0.026 0.674 0.50 
*Tests of White Guilt and Shame (TOWGAS), Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice 
(IMS), External Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice (EMS), Collective (White) Guilt Scale, 
Colorblind Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS), Psychosocial Costs of Racism for Whites (PCRW) 
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Table 8: Normality Statistics for all Variables *(N=881)     
Variable Max Max Skewness 
Std. 
Error CR Kurtosis 
Std. 
Error CR 
White Guilt Proneness 11 55 -.121 0.083 -1.46 -.396 0.165 -2.40 
White Shame Proneness 8 36 0.501 0.083 6.03 0.216 0.165 1.31 
Collective Guilt Scale 5 25 0.292 0.083 3.52 -0.734 0.165 -4.44 
Internal Motivation to 
Respond Without 
Prejudice 5 45 -0.683 0.083 -8.22 -0.421 0.165 -2.55 
External Motivation to 
Respond Without 
Prejudice 5 45 0.163 0.083 1.96 -0.481 0.165 -2.92 
CoBRAS Racial 
Privilege  7 42 -0.168 0.083 -2.02 -0.549 0.165 -3.32 
CoBRAS Institutional 
Discrimination 7 42 -0.229 0.083 -2.76 -0.343 0.165    -2.07 
CoBRAS Blatant Racism  6 36.00 0.026 0.083 .313 -0.793 0.165 -4.81 
PCRW Guilt  5 28.00 0.605 0.083 7.23 -0.623 0.165 -3.83 
PCRW Empathy  6 36.00 -0.964 0.083 11.61 0.824 0.165 4.99 
PCRW Fear  5 29.00 0.195 0.083 2.34 -0.648 0.165 -3.93 
 
Note: Skewness and kurtosis critical ratios are similar to z-score indices (statistic relative to its 
standard error, (see Kline, 2005); values > |1.96| are considered significant. 
 











Model Structural Model  
Chi Square 117.517 7.193 209.556 
Df (p value) 4 (p < .001) 3 (p = .066) 26 (p < .001) 
CFI 0.885 0.996 0.949 
TLI 0.713 0.986 0.902 
RMSEA (90% CI) .179 (.152, .208) 0.04 (.000, .078) 0.088 (.077, .099) 
SRMR 0.061 0.016 0.049 
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Appendix A 
Please Participate in a Study on White Racial Attitudes and Beliefs 
PLEASE PARTICIPATE IN A BRIEF ONLINE ANONYMOUS SURVEY FOR MY 
DISSERTATION AND FEEL FREE TO INVITE OTHERS THAT MAY QUALIFY! To 
participate you must be at least 18 years old and identify as White. This study has been approved 
by the Teachers College, Columbia University IRB Protocol #17-425. THANK YOU!!!!! 
 
***Click link below to take survey**** 
 
My name is Corinne Galgay and I am a doctoral student in the Counseling Psychology program 
at Teachers College, Columbia University. One of the major requirements of the program is 
completion of a Dissertation study in order to obtain my Ph.D. I am reaching out to you for your 
support in completing a survey that should only take about 20-30 minutes to complete. The study 
explores the thoughts and feelings of White Americans related to their racial identity and racism. 
Please consider taking this survey via the link below and/or sharing the message below with any 
friends, family, colleagues, or acquaintances that also identify as White and might be interested. 
To qualify to participate you must be at least 18 years old, identify as White, and were born in 
the US. Thank you so much for your support. 
 





DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH: You are invited participate in a research study on social 
attitudes and emotional reactions towards racial encounters. In order to participate in this study, 
you must: 
(1) Identify as White 
(2) Born in the United States 
(3) Be 18 years of age or older  
This study is being conducted by Corinne Galgay, who is a counseling psychology doctoral 
student in the Department of Counseling and Clinical Psychology at Teachers College. This 
study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board of Teachers College, Columbia 
University (Protocol #17-425). 
RISKS AND BENEFITS: There are no direct benefits for participating in the study. In addition, 
no more than minimal risks are anticipated with this study. Such risks may include mild 
discomfort when thinking about aspects of your identity. If such discomfort should arise, you 
may discontinue your participation in the study at any time.  Furthermore, if you feel you would 
benefit from speaking to someone who may provide further support, we will provide you with a 
list of resources upon the completion of the study.  
 
DATA STORAGE TO PROTECT CONFIDENTIALITY: Your responses in this study will be 
private and anonymous. All data will be kept confidential and will only be reported in an 
aggregate format (only reporting combined results and never reporting individual results). All 
questionnaires will be concealed, and no one other than the Primary Investigators will have 
access to them. The data collected will be stored in the HIPAA- compliant secure database until 
it has been deleted by the Primary Investigator. 
TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 20-30 minutes. 
HOW WILL RESULTS BE USED: The results from this study may be presented at conferences, 





Principal Investigator: Corinne Galgay, Ed.M. 
Research Title: Affective costs of Whiteness: Examining the role of White Guilt and White Shame  
• I have read and discussed the Research Description with the researcher. I have had the 
opportunity to ask questions about the purposes and procedures regarding this study.  
• My participation in research is voluntary. I may refuse to participate or withdraw from participation 
at any time without jeopardy to future medical care, employment, student status or other 
entitlements.  
• The researcher may withdraw me from the research at his/her professional discretion.  
• If, during the course of the study, significant new information that has been developed becomes 
available which may relate to my willingness to continue to participate, the investigator will 
provide this information to me.  
• Any information derived from the research project that personally identifies me will not be 
voluntarily released or disclosed without my separate consent, except as specifically required by 
law.  
• If at any time I have any questions regarding the research or my participation, I can contact the 
investigator, who will answer my questions. The investigator's phone number is (212) 678-3257.  
• If at any time I have comments, or concerns regarding the conduct of the research or questions 
about my rights as a research subject, I should contact the Teachers College, Columbia 
University Institutional Review Board /IRB. The phone number for the IRB is (212) 678-4105. Or, I 
can write to the IRB at Teachers College, Columbia University, 525 W. 120th Street, New York, 
NY, 10027, Box 151.  
• I should receive a copy of the Research Description and this Participant's Rights document.  
• If video and/or audio taping is part of this research, I ( ) consent to be audio/video taped. I ( ) do 
NOT consent to being video/audio taped. The written, video and/or audio taped materials will be 
viewed only by the principal investigator and members of the research team.  
• Written, video and/or audio taped materials ( ) may be viewed in an educational setting outside 
the research  
( ) may NOT be viewed in an educational setting outside the research. 
• By selecting the choice box below, I am indicating that I would like to continue on to the study 
 
    I would like to continue on to the study 








PERSONAL DATA SHEET 
This questionnaire is designed to obtain demographic information. Please check the answer 
corresponding to the appropriate response or provide a specific response in the blank.  
 
1.    Age  __________  
2.   Gender (check one) 
Male       _____ 
Female      _____ 
Transgender _____ 
Other   _____ 
 
3.   Race  (check one) 
White        ______ 
Other (specify)    ______  
   
4.   Born in the United States  
Yes   ______ 
No    ______ 
 
5.   Sexual Orientation 
Straight/Heterosexual   _______ 
Gay/Homosexual             _______ 
Bisexual         _______ 
       Other (specify)    __________ 
 
7.   Socioeconomic Status  
 (check one) 
Lower Class   ______ 
Working Class ______ 
Lower Middle Class    ______ 
Middle Class                 ______ 
Upper Middle Class  ______ 
Upper Class   ______ 
 
8. Religious Affiliation 
 (check one) 
Catholic     
Protestant     
Christian  ________ 
Jewish      
Muslim     
Hindu      
Buddhist  ________ 
Agnostic  ________  
Atheist    ________ 
Other (specify) ____________ 
 
9. Education Level: 
(Select the highest grade completed): 
Elementary: 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
High School: 9  10  11  12 
College: 13  14  15  16 
Grad School: 17  18  19  20 










Thank You for Your Participation 
We realize that completing this study may bring up thoughts or feelings that some 
individuals may want to discuss in more depth.  If you would like to speak to someone 
who may provide further support, we have listed the following resources, 
For students: 
Teachers College,  
The Dean-Hope Center for Educational 















Test of White Guilt and Shame (TOWGAS) 
Below are situations that people are likely to encounter in day-to-day life, followed by several 
common reactions to those situations.  
As you read each scenario, try to imagine yourself in that situation. Then indicate how likely you 
would be to react in each of the ways described. We ask you to rate all responses because people 
may feel or react more than one way to the same situation, or they may react different ways at 
different times.  
For example:  
You wake up early one Saturday morning. It is cold and rainy outside.  
a) You would telephone a friend to catch up 
on news.  
b) You would take the extra time to read the 
paper.  
c) You would feel disappointed that it’s 
raining.  
d) You would wonder why you woke up so 
early.  
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely         very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                 very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                  very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                  very likely  
 
In the above example, I’ve rated all of the answers by circling a number. I circled a “1” for 
answer (a) because I wouldn’t want to wake up a friend very early on a Saturday morning – so 
it’s not at all likely that I would do that. I circled a “5” for answer (b) because I almost always 
read the paper if I have time in the morning (very likely). I circled a “3” for answer (c) because 
for me it’s about half and half. Sometimes I would be disappointed about the rain and sometimes 
I wouldn’t – it would depend on what I had planned. And I circled a “4” for answer (d) because I 
would probably wonder why I had awakened so early.  
Please do not skip any items – rate all responses.  
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1. In a class, you are corrected for your usage of the term, “Blacks.”  
a) You would think: “I’m ignorant.”  
b) You would think: “Labels don’t really 
matter.”  
c) You would apologize and ask your 
instructor for the correct/appropriate usage 
of the term.  
d) You would think: “It’s not my fault – I 
can’t keep up with all this political 
correctness.”   
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely          very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                  very likely  
 
     
1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                  very likely  
 
     
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                  very likely  
 
2. You read a news story about White students at large private university dressing in “Blackface” 
for a theme party.  
a) You would think: “That’s so awful. I 
hope they have to face consequences for 
their behavior.”  
b) You would wish you weren’t White.  
c) You would think: “People make way too 
big a deal over stuff like this.”  
d) You would think: “I’m sure the students 
didn’t mean any harm.”  
    
   1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely        very likely  
 
    
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                  very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                  very likely  
 
     
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                  very likely  
 
3. In a diversity workshop at school/work you have a conversation with a Black peer/colleague 
about White privilege.  
a) You would feel miserable because of all 
your privileges.  
b) You would think: “I can’t be held 
responsible for being born White.”  
   1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                 very likely  
      
   1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                 very likely  
c) You would wish there was a way to make 
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up for all your unfair advantages.  
d) You would think: “Race doesn’t matter as 
much as people say it does.”  
 
     
 1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                  very likely  
 
 
     1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                  very likely  
 
  
4. One of your White friends uses the N-word in a joke and you laugh.  
a) You would think: “It was all in fun; it’s 
harmless.”  
b) You would feel small and think about it 
for days.  
c) You would think: “If Black people can 
use the N-word, why can’t White people?”  
d) You would stop laughing and tell the 
friend that you don’t think racist language is 
OK, even when joking.  
     
   1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                very likely  
  
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely          very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely          very likely  
 
     
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                 very likely  
 
5. You read a news article about a hurricane in recent history in which wealthy White people 
were able to evacuate and the poorer Black majority was left behind; many people died.  
a) You would think: “That’s not a race issue. 
That’s a social class issue.”  
b) You would think: “Those people chose to 
stay behind.”  
c) You would feel sad and send whatever 
money you could to the relief effort.  
d) You would hate yourself for being 
White.             
 
   1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely          very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely          very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                  very likely  
 
     
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                  very likely
6. You realize that all characters on your favorite television show are White.  
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a) You would feel bad for not noticing 
earlier but probably be more critical of the 
show.  
b) You would feel bad for not noticing 
sooner and never watch the show again.  
c) You would think: “It wouldn’t be realistic 
if there were lots of minorities on the show.”  
d) You would think: “I don’t care what the 
characters look like as long as the show is 
entertaining.” 
   1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely          very likely  
 
   1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely          very likely  
 
   1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely          very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely          very likely  
 
7. A Black person on the street asks you for money and you ignore him or her.  
a) You would think: I would be broke if I 
gave money to every person who asks me 
for change.  
b) You would feel horrible for ignoring the 
person and think about it all day.  
c) You would feel bad about ignoring the 
person, and likely give some change to the 
next person who asks.  
d) You would go about your day as usual.  
    
   1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely         very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely                 very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely          very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely          very likely
8. You read a Civil War novel about American slavery that describes violent abuse of Black 
slaves by White slave-owners.  
a) You would feel depressed and sad about 
the history of racism in the United States.  
   1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely         very likely  
 
b) You would think: “I wish there was 
something I could do to make up for all the 
harm slavery caused Black people.”  
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c) You would think: “Slavery was awful, but 
people need to get over it and move on.”  
d) You would wonder why slavery is still 
discussed because it happened so long ago.  



























   1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely         very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely          very likely  
 
    1 - - 2 - - 3 - - 4 - - 5  
not likely           very likely  
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Appendix G 
COLOR-BLIND RACIAL ATTITUDES SCALE (CoBRAS) 
Directions: The following is a set of questions that deal with social issues in the United States 
(U.S.). Using the 6-point scale, please give your honest rating about the degree to which you 
personally agree or disagree with each statement. Please be as open and honest as you can; there 
are no right or wrong answers.  
 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
Strongly Disagree          Strongly Agree 
 
1.____ Everyone who works hard, no matter what race they are, has an equal chance to become 
rich.  
2. ____ Race plays a major role in the type of social services (such as type of healthcare or 
daycare) that people receive in the U.S.  
3. ____ It is important that people begin to think of themselves as American and not African 
American, Mexican American or Italian American.  
4. ____ Due to racial discrimination, programs such as affirmative action are necessary to help 
create equality.  
5. ____ Racism is a major problem in the U.S.  
6. ____ Race is very important in determining who is successful and who is not.  
7. ____ Racism may have been a problem in the past, but it is not an important problem today.  
8. ____ Racial and ethnic minorities do not have the same opportunities as White people in the 
U.S.  
9. ____ White people in the U.S. are discriminated against because of the color their skin.  
10. ____ Talking about racial issues causes unnecessary tension.  
11. ____ It is important for political leaders to talk about racism to help work through or solve 
society’s problems.  
12. ____ White people in the U.S. have certain advantages because of the color of their skin. 90 
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13. ____ Immigrants should try to fit into the culture and adopt the values of the U.S.  
14. ____ English should be the only official language in the U.S.  
15. ____ White people are more to blame for racial discrimination in the U.S. than racial and 
ethnic minorities.  
16. ____ Social policies, such as affirmative action, discriminate unfairly against White people. 
17. ____ It is important for public schools to teach about the history and contributions of racial 
and ethnic minorities.  
18. ____ Racial and ethnic minorities in the U.S. have certain advantages because of the color of 
their skin.  
19. ____ Racial problems in the U.S. are rare, isolated situations.  
20. ____ Race plays an important role in who gets sent to prison.
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Appendix H 
Internal and External Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice Scale (IMS & EMS) 
 
Item Instructions: The following questions concern various reasons or motivations people 
might have for trying to respond in nonprejudiced ways toward Black people. Some of the 
reasons reflect internal-personal motivations whereas others reflect more external-social 
motivations. Of course, people may be motivated for both internal and external reasons; we want 
to emphasize that neither type of motivation is by definition better than the other. In addition, we 
want to be clear that we are not evaluating you or your individual responses. All your responses 
will be completely confidential. We are simply trying to get an idea of the types of motivations 
that people in general have for responding in nonprejudiced ways. If we are to learn anything 
useful, it is important that you respond to each of the questions openly and honestly. Please 
indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements using 
the scale below. 
 
1 strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 strongly agree 
 
External Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice Scale (EMS) Items: 
1. Because of today's PC (politically correct) standards I try to appear nonprejudiced toward 
Black people.  
2. I try to hide any negative thoughts about Black people in order to avoid negative 
reactions from others.  
3. If I acted prejudiced toward Black people, I would be concerned that others would be 
angry with me.  
4. I attempt to appear nonprejudiced toward Black people in order to avoid disapproval 
from others.  
5. I try to act nonprejudiced toward Black people because of pressure from others. 
 
Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice Scale (IMS) Items: 
1. I attempt to act in nonprejudiced ways toward Black people because it is personally 
important to me.  
2. According to my personal values, using stereotypes about Black people is OK. (R)  
3. I am personally motivated by my beliefs to be nonprejudiced toward Black people.  
4. Because of my personal values, I believe that using stereotypes about Black people is 
wrong.  





WHITE GUILT: COLLECTIVE GUILT SCALE 
For the following items, please read each statement and then to rate a 5-point scale, with 1= 
“strongly disagree,” 5 = “strongly agree.”  
1) Although I feel my behavior is typically nondiscriminatory toward Blacks, I still feel 
guilty due to my association with the White race.  
2) I feel guilty about the past and present social inequality of Black Americans (i.e., slavery, 
poverty).  
3) I do not feel guilty about social inequality between White and Black Americans. (R)  
4) When I learn about racism, I feel guilt due to my association with the White race.  




PSYCHOSOCIAL COSTS OF RACISM FOR WHITES SCALE (PCRW) 
 
PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS BY INSERTING ONLY 
ONE NUMBER NEXT TO THE ITEM FROM THE CHART BELOW.  YOUR 
POSSIBLE CHOICES RANGE FROM 1-6.  PLEASE ANSWER HONESTLY, AS THERE 
ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS.  AVOID ANSWERING AS YOU THINK YOU 
“SHOULD” FEEL OR AS HOW YOU WOULD EXPECT OTHERS TO ANSWER.  ALL 
RESPONSES ARE COMPLETELY ANONYMOUS. 
 
          1    2    3    4      5        6 
Strongly       Moderately          Slightly            Slightly         Moderately     Strongly         
Disagree            Disagree          Disagree            Agree         Agree           Agree 
 
______  1. When I hear about acts of racial violence, I become angry or depressed. 
______  2. I feel safe in most neighborhoods, regardless of the racial composition (R). 
______  3. I feel helpless about not being able to eliminate racism. 
______  4. Sometimes I feel guilty about being White.  
______  5. I have very few friends of other races.  
______  6. I become sad when I think about racial injustice.  
______  7. Being White makes me feel personally responsible for racism.  
______  8. I never feel ashamed about being White (R).  
______  9. I am fearful that racial minority populations are rapidly increasing in the U.S., and 
my group will no longer be the numerical majority.  
______  10. I am angry that racism exists.  
______  11. I am distrustful of people of other races.  
______  12. I feel good about being White (R).  
______  13. I often find myself fearful of people of other races.  
______  14. Racism is dehumanizing to people of all races, including Whites.  
______  15. I am afraid that I abuse my power and privilege as a White person.  







Statistical Considerations for Model Modifications  
As emphasized by Weston and Gore (2005), rarely does the proposed model result in the 
best fitting model. They recommend that modifications to a poor fitting model should be done 
judiciously and with regard to theory. Examination of modification indices produced by MPLUS 
(Table 5) showed modifications to the original model that could result in a statistically 
significant (3.84 or higher) decrease in the 2. Of these, the modifications that stood out were, 
“White Shame BY IMS”, “White Shame BY Collective Guilt” and “White Guilt Proneness 
WITH White Shame Proneness”. This means that while the internal motivation to respond 
without prejudice (i.e., IMS) score factor loading on White Shame was estimated to be 0 in the 
original model, if freely estimated, it would result in a standardized loading of -1.227 on White 
Shame, and decrease of 2 by 286 points. Additionally, if collective guilt (i.e., Collective Guilt 
scale) was allowed to be freely estimated, it would result in a standardized loading of .708 on 
White Shame and decrease of 2 by 138 points. Lastly, if the errors associated with the 
TOWGAS Guilt and Shame proneness subscales were allowed be to freely estimated, it would 
result in a .386 correlation between their associated errors and decrease the 2 by 65 points. 
Given these large, originally un-estimated factor loadings and correlations, modifications to the 
model were considered and explored for theoretical soundness.   
Theoretical Considerations for Model Modifications  
In re-specifying a model in confirmatory factor analysis, it is important to do so 
thoughtfully and only if the modification is theoretically sound. In the current study, two 
potential model modifications were considered. First, modification indices suggest that Internal 
Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice loads on to two factors: White Guilt and White Shame. 
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As discussed in previous chapters, internal motivation to respond without prejudice is reflective 
of a strong desire to act in accordance with one’s values and establish alignment between actions 
and personally meaningful values such as egalitarianism (i.e., rather than desire to appear non-
racist, they want to be nonracist) (Plant & Devine, 1998). White Shame has been conceptualized 
as internal representation of themselves as “bad”, a negative judgment of the whole self, which 
conflicts with other personally meaningful internal representations, as well as indoctrination in 
whiteness as the sociocultural racial norm (Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Grzanka, 2010). It is 
reasonable to accept that White Shame comprises an inward focus, personal meaning orientation, 
and desire for greater alignment between their inward and outward selves. The negative sign of 
the modification indices aligns with research on motivation by Plant and colleagues (1998, 2003, 
2004), and Brown (2007) which emphasize that while personal processes are underpinning 
shame, an outward, external focus drives the development of a shame response (i.e., Low IMS 
and High EMS). Moreover, Plant and colleagues often framed responses in terms of low 
IMS/high EMS when speaking about external focus and found support for the relationship 
between low IMS/high EMS and avoidance, interracial anxiety, and negative outcome 
expectations during interracial interactions (Plant, 2004). The inward focus and desire to align 
with personal values is associated with both variables, and for those with a shame response, is 
subsumed by an outward – other focused – orientation, thus this modification was made in the 
re-specific measurement model.  
Modification indices also suggest that Collective Guilt loads on two factors: White Guilt 
and White Shame. As discussed in previous chapters, collective guilt has been found to both 
elicit support for anti-racist practices as well as avoidance/withdrawal from racial discourse and 
interracial engagement (Swim & Miller, 1999; Tatum, 1992; Abrams & Todd, 2011). Given that 
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shame and withdrawal have more frequently been found to occur in response to shame, rather 
than guilt (Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Brown, 2007; Cohen et al., 2011), it holds that individuals 
also may experience a shame-based emotional reaction to greater awareness of one’s racial 
groups historical atrocities against people of color, and the advantages received as being a part of 
a privileged group. Researchers have indicated that such a relationship may be present, 
advocating for the exploration of shame reactions to collective experiences of racism (e.g., group 
based culpability). They theorized that those that were experiencing strong guilt reactions as part 
of collective actions of wrongdoing were more likely to support affirmative action and endorse 
higher collective self-esteem around their whiteness; while those lower in guilt, and potentially 
higher in shame, were less likely to hold esteem for their group membership and withdraw from 
self and others (Powell et al., 2005). The transformation of feelings of responsibility for one’s 
group’s action into personal meaning may therefore elicit both guilt and shame responses, and 
how one makes meaning defines whether the reaction is White Guilt dominated, or White Shame 
dominated. Thus, it is reasonable to accept that White Shame comprises feelings collective, 
group-based culpability, in the face of historical atrocities committed by one’s racial group; as 
such, this modification was made in the re-specified model.  
Modification indices also suggested that errors associated with TOWGAS White Guilt 
and TOWGAS White Shame proneness were moderately correlated. Dispositional guilt 
proneness relates to one’s tendency to focus on condemnation a specific behavior, rather than a 
personal as a whole, resulting in feelings of remorse/regret, and intense preoccupation on the 
offense and making reparative action. Shame proneness, by contrast, relates to one’s tendency to 
focus on the whole self, rather than the behavior, as defective, and involves a sense of being 
exposed, worthless, powerlessness, and preoccupation with how the defective would appear to 
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others, and desire to hide/avoid . Guilt and shame both involve a self-evaluation process around 
one’s thoughts, feelings, intentions, and/or or behavior, and provide immediate feedback on our 
social or moral acceptability. Researchers have found that this type of emotional process and 
proneness involves a self-referential position that transforms other emotions such as sadness, fear, 
and anger, into self-conscious “I” focused forms of shame, guilt, and hostility. Given that the 
guilt proneness and shame proneness scores were elicited using the same scenarios (item stems), 
it holds that they both involve a primary process of self-conscious evaluation that is followed by 
a second process of transformation into guilt or shame. The use of the same item stem in creating 
the guilt and shame proneness scores, moreover, lends itself to correlation of the error terms as 
an artifact of the measure. In support of the empirical and theoretical evidence of the validity of 
these errors being correlated, TOWGAS White Guilt and TOWGAS White Shame were 
correlated in the re-specified measurement model. 
Therefore, the re-specified measurement model consisted of two latent factors: White 
Guilt and White Shame. White Guilt was indicated by White Guilt proneness, collective guilt, 
and internal motivation to respond without prejudice. White Shame was indicated by White 
Shame proneness, collective guilt, and external motivation to respond without prejudice. The 
errors associated with White guilt and shame proneness were freed in order to allow them to be 
correlated. Moreover, internal motivation to respond without prejudice was allowed to load on 
the factor White Shame. Lastly, the total sum scores of Colorblindness (CoBRAS) Racial 
Privilege Awareness scale, Institutional Discrimination, and Blatant Racism scales, as well as the 
total sum scores of the Psychosocial Costs of Racism (PCRW) Guilt, Empathy, and Fear scales 
were used as observed indicators for prediction within the structural model. 
 
